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SUMMARY

Through a decision by the Base Closure Commussion and the President of the United
States, Fort Ord in Monterey County has been scheduled for virtual closure during
Fall 1995 As a result of this decision, the California State Umiversity has been pre-
sented with a unique opportunity the ceding of approximately 1,300 acres of land
and facilities estimated to be worth 1n excess of $1 billion This gift will be supple-
mented by additional funding from the federal government for facilities renovation
and retrofitting, as well as for toxic cleanup The gift includes sufficient housing to
accommodate up to 7,000 students, faculty, and staff

In thus report, the Commussion recommends that the gift be accepted, provided cer-
tain conditions are met The Commission does so in large part because the available
evidence indicates that the State University will need additional facilities, and be-
cause acceptance of the gift represents the least expensive way of obtamng them

Other recommendations encourage cooperation between the State University and
the region’s four community colleges, require regular reports to the Commussion as
the academic planning process proceeds, suggest funding be provided for initial stu-
dent expenses not normally covered by student financial aud, and urge better access
to the campus for residents of the Salinas Valley

This new campus, designated “Califormia State University, Monterey Bay,” by the
State University Trustees, will represent the State’s first concerted attempt to create
a twenty-first century campus, one that will use technology extensively, create nno-
vative admuinistrative structures, and employ new pedagogies designed to educate
students more comprehensively in less time than every before There 1s little doubt
that 1n future years, the expeniment this campus represents will be watched closely,
not only by the Commussion, but by many others both in Califorma and nationally
who are interested 1n the subjec|t of higher education innovation and reform

The Commusston adopted this report at its meeting on June 6, 1994, on recommen-
dation of 1ts Educational Policy and Programs Commuttee Further information about
the report may be obtained from Wilham L Storey, Chief Policy Analyst, Academuc
Programs and Policy, California Postsecondary Education Commission, at 1303 J
Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 95814-2938, telephone (916) 322-8018
Further information about the planned campus may be obtaned from Stephen F
Arvizu, Interim Provost, Califorma State University, Monterey Bay, at 915 Hilby
Avenue, Suite 28, Seaside, Califorrua 93955, telephone (408) 393-3330

* l

On the cover The interconnected graphics illustrate the State Unuversity’s plan that the new
Monterey Bay campus will develop a multidisciplinary array of academuc “clusters,” such
as marine, atmosphenic, and environmental sciences, visual and performung arts and related
humanities, languages, cultures, and international studies, and the professions, rather than a
traditional series of academic departments
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Summary

Summary, Conclusions,
and Recommendations

The decision by the President and the Congress to realign or close over one hun-
dred mihitary bases in the United States represents one of the largest reallocations
of federal resources in the country’s listory  Aided by the Base Reahgnment and
Closure Commussion (BRAC), which was created by the 101st Congress to man-
age the conversion process, the realignment and closure decisions have had a dra-
matic effect on local economies throughout the nation, have forced officials at all
governmental levels to make planmng decisions in an accelerated time frame, and
have opened up opportunities for both publc renewal and commercial expansion
not seen since the early years of this century

[n no locale have the economic impacts of a base closure been more keenly felt
than in the three counties comprising the Tri-County region of California’s central
coast Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Fort Ord -- since 1917 the largest
Army base m the United States -- has occupied a dominant presence in that area,
both economically and geographically At the time of the closure announcement,
the base employed some 16,000 crvilian and military personnel, who n turn sup-
ported another 15,000 dependents Today, virtually all of those people have left,
most for Fort Lewts in Washington State, where Fort Ord’s primary unit, the Sev-
enth Light Infantry Division, has been relocated  All that will remain 1s the Presid-
10 of Monterey and the Defense Language Institute on some 1,500 of the base’s
28,000 acres, which 1s an area only shightly smaller than the City of San Francisco
(31,000 acres)

With the closure announcement, many groups stepped almost immediately nto
the vacuum, among them all of the local elected officials at every level, plus a
citizens group known as the Fort Ord Reuse Group (FORG) Inresponse to com-
munity overtures, both the Califorma State University and the University of Cali-
fornia expressed interest in obtaimg a portion of the site -- the State University as
early as July 1991, only a month after the closure announcement Since then,
activity has been swift

+ By early 1992, concept papers for the creation of an entirely new campus of the
Califorma State University had been prepared, and the Board of Trustees had
passed a resolution indicating a clear interest in obtaiming some of the property

* By summer, the Postsecondary Education Commisston had been advised of the
State University’s intent to proceed with campus development, and by the early
fall, the Cahiformia Legislature approved the first appropnation for the campus,
$1 mullion for planning and feasibility studies

+ In September, the State University opened 1its planning office next door to the
base in Seaside



» By the end of the year, formal requests to the Department of Defense, in the
amount of approximately $100 mifhon (since revised upwards to $143 million}
for renovation, conversion, and retrofitiing, were submitted by then Congress-
man (now Director of the Office of Management and Budget) Leon Panetta

In 1993, all of the processes whereby some 1,300 acres of pnme Fort Ord proper-
ty would be conveyed by the Department of Defense to the Cahforma State Uni-
versity swung mto high gear Formal applications were developed, endless meet-
ings among federal, State, and local officials were convened, further planning funds
were commutted, specific “footprints” for the campus’s acreage were developed,
revised, then revised agam, environmental impact studies commenced, potential
budgets were developed, and a proposed name was selected -- “Cahforma State
University, Monterey Bay " The academic planming process began as well, as the
first questions were asked about what kind of institution the Monterey Bay cam-
pus should be The final answer to that question will be long 1n coming, but the
initial answer was that the campus should not be like other campuses, but should
stress innovation and technology as never before

Role of the Comnussion in the planmng process

The process of bringing any new campus into existence involves numerous juris-
dictions and a multitude of decisions Many approvals are required, among them a
two-part consideration by the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commssion
The Legslature has assigned to the Commussion the responsibility for determuning
the “need for and location of new mstitutions and campuses of public higher edu-
cation,” and to discharge that obligation, the Commussion has devised a procedure
whereby a prelimmary decision “to move forward” with planning can be 1ssued
prior to the completion of a detailed analysis of the project That preliminary
decision responds to the transmuttal of a “letter of intent to expand ” The latter
decision follows submission of a formal “needs study” report, which must answer
specific questions the Commussion has developed and refined over the years The
Commission analyzes those answers and forwards a recommendation for approval
or disapproval to the Governor and the Legislature

The proposal to create Califorma State University, Monterey Bay, 1s unique in the
history of Califormia -- and thus of the Comnussion  Previously, almost all cam-
puses have been built from the ground up, from vacant land on which buildings
were built and enrollments steadily expanded The possible conversion of Fort
Ord 1s the first example of the State receving an entire campus almost whole, with
only the need for renovation and conversion of buildings already 1n existence
Renovation 1s crucial, of course, since the buildings at the base were not designed
for educational uses, but the fact remains that acquisition of the campus represents
a gift of unprecedented value, estimated at approximately 31 billion It also repre-
sents the first opportunity in the State Umiversity’s history to create a largely resi-
dential campus, since much of the property conveyance consists of housing, enough
to accommodate as many as 7,000 students, faculty, and staff



Because of the magmitude and importance of the Fort Ord project, the Commus-
sion has expressed particular interest in it Rather than simply responding to the
State University’s initiatives, 1t has attempted 1n part to influence them directly,
and to that end 1ssued an earlier report, Creating a Campus for the Twenty-First
Century -- The Califorma Siate Umiversity and Fort Ord (1993b) In that report,
the Commission endeavored to highlight some directions the State University's
planming and orgamizational efforts might take, and particularly emphasized the
quality movement in higher education, as well as suggested a number of uses for
educational technology Judging from the matenals recetved from the State Uni-
versity since then, the Commussion’s report seems (o have drawn “attention not
only to an imaginative shared vision, but also some of the difficult 1ssues we all
face as we advance the planning and development for a new campus” (The Cali-
forma State University, 1994b, cover letter)

Many of these difficult 1ssues remain, the planning process is not yet complete,
and there may not be total agreement between the Commission and the State Uni-
versity as to how that planning should proceed or exactly how the proposed cam-
pus should be configured In this report, the Commussion discusses those 1ssues
in some depth and does so within the context of the specific criteria under whuch 1t
evaluates all proposals This report contams three sections (1) this portion of
summary and conclusions, (2) background on the proposal, such as its origins, a
chronology of events, a discussion of previous reports relevant to i, and a list of
mayor 1ssues to be addressed, and (3) the analysis of the State University’s “needs
study” report, CSU Monterey Bay Planning for a New Unmiversity at Fort Ord, as

submitted on March 1, 1994, and revised on March 24
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The Commussion offers three general conclusions about the State University’s pro-
posal and then 28 more related to the Commussion’s ten guidelines for the review
of such proposals

General

I The proposed conveyance of approximately 1,300 acres of land and buildings
at Fort Ord in Monterey County to the California State University -- with an
approximate value of $1 billion -- represents the largest gift ever received by
the system, and, provided certain conditions can be met, a gtft that it should
accept on behalf of the State of Califorma

2 In accepting the gift, the State of California and the California State University
should insist on several conditions

a The conveyance must include the housing currently contamed in Fredenck
and Schoonover Parks, as well as the dormutory buildings in the central
campus footprint area,

b The federal government must assume responsibility for the cleanup of any
toxic wastes within the conveyed land, and

¢ The federal government must assume financial responsibility for the renova-
tion, conversion, and retrofitting of the buildings on the conveyed land  Any
new construction on the site should be the responsibility of the State of
Califorma



3 The State Umversity could receive the property under one or two different
conveyance vehicles, the first from the Department of Defense through the fed-
eral Department of Education, and the second directly from the Department of
Defense The latter possibly could contain fewer conditions on the use of the
property than the former Given the very tight restrictions on State funding, 1t
could be highly desirable for the State University to obtam the property with as
few conditions as possible, in order to permit possible short-term entrepreneur-
1al uses of the housing umts

Enrollment projections

4 Statewrde enrollment projections developed by the Demographic Research Umit
of the Department of Finance indicate that State Untversity systemwide enroll-
ments will grow to 399,375 full-time-equivalent students (FTES) by Fall 2010,
an increase of 138,872 from Fall 1992  The planned enrollment capacities of
all of the 20 existing campuses are presently set by the Trustees at 371,087 full-
time-equivalent students but could be increased to a maximum ceiling of 389,000
These totals, however, are theoretical hmits that will be reached only after the
expenditure of billions of dollars in construction funds

5 At present, there 1s sufficient physical capacity on the existing 20 campuses to
enroll about 260,000 full-ume-equivalent students, which means that there will
be a need to create additional space for about 140,000 more n the next 15 to
20 years In considenng the needs of the State, as well as the California State
Untversity system’s ability to address these needs, 1t 1s more prudent to com-
pare enrollment projections to extsting and scheduled physical capacity than to
theoretical planned enrollment capacities that may or may not be reached at
some time 1n the future

6 Given existing physical capacity and projected enroliments, the acquisttion of
Fort Ord for a campus enrolling 25,000 full-time-equivalent students 1s advis-
able Given the fact that 1t will be necessary to create additional capacity within
the Califormia State University system over the next two decades, it makes more
sense to acquire space and buildings at Fort Ord now, at little or no cost to the
State, than to meet all capacity needs by building on existing campuses at State
expense

7 The enroliment projections developed by the Califorma State University and
approved by the Department of Finance are reasonable based on local demo-
graphic considerations and systemwide expenence Those projections indicate
a starting enrollment of 633 full-time-equivalent students 1n Fall 1995, followed
by enrollments of 2,595 1n 2000, 6,690 1n 2005, and 13,004 1n 2010 Provided
sufficient support funding 1s provided, and the estimates for enrollment from
outside of the Monterey Bay region are reasonably accurate, it should be possi-
ble 10 achieve these targeted levels



8 Based only on the enrollments expected to be generated from the Tn-County
region, Califorma State University, Monterey Bay would meet the official def-
inition of & “umversity” contained in the Commussion’s guidelines (1,000 full-
time-equivalent students) by the second year of its operation, 1996-97

9 In the projection for opening enrollment, but especially in subsequent projec-
tions, the State University anticipates the enrollment of large numbers of low-
er-division students In the first year -- and excluding students from outside
the Tn-County region -- 1t 1s projected that enrollment will be 35 5 percent
lower division In subsequent years, although the existing data are not pre-
cise, that percentage 15 expected to grow, and could easily exceed the Master
Plan guideline that no more than 40 percent of undergraduate students be at
the lower-division level

10 There 1s substantial unused capacity n the area’s four community colleges,
especially at Monterey Pemmnsula College Given that excess, and the State
Umiversity’s current systemwide ratio of upper-division to lower-division stu-
dents of about 70 to 30 percent, a greater emphasis on upper-division enroll-
ments at the new campus than currently anticipated would be prudent, partic-
ularly mn the first few years of operation -- 1995-96 to 1998-99 -- when the
communuty colleges’ fiscal difficulties will be most severe

Consideration of alternatives

11 The State Umiversity has thoroughly considered possible alternatives to ac-
cepting the 1,300 acres from the federal government These include using
neighboring State University campuses (which have insufficient capacity), ex-
panding the Monterey County Center 1n Salinas (severe limits to expansion
exist at that location), increasing the utilization of existing campuses (their
utilization 15 already the highest in the nation), year-round operations (shown
to be economically unfeasible in the main), facility sharing (too little usable
space 1s available elsewhere), and nontraditional instruction (which 1s @ major
part of CSU Monterey Bay planming, not an alternative to it) The Commus-
sion 1s persuaded that accepting the property, provided the conditions histed in
Conclusion 2 above are met, remains the best of all known alternatives

Service to disadvantaged and historically underrepresenied groups

12 It s clear from the materials subrmtted by the State University that service to
low-income and underrepresented students 1s one of its pnmary objectives
and highest priorities  To serve these students, the State Umversity 1s explor-
ing ways to provide housing at very low cost, examining alternative fee sched-
ules as well as financial aid and waiver policies, designing a complete array of
student services, and researching ways that technology can be used to strengthen
academuc offerings and meet academic support needs faster and more effec-
tively



Academic planning
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14

15

The Commussion’s guidelines require submisston of an academic plan At the
present time, no such plan exists, and 1t will not exist until a president and
core faculty have been appointed and fimished the difficult process of design-
mg a curnculum A “wision statement” has been completed that provides clear
indicators of the directions academic planning 1s likely to take, one of which is
the creation of academic “clusters” in preference to traditional academic de-
partments These “clusters” should perrmt more flexible academic adminis-
tration, encourage interdisciplinary programming, and tend to discourage the
kind of parochialism and territonal loyalties that have often characterized de-
partmentalism

The State Umiversity has provided a scenano of how acadermc program de-
velopment will probably proceed, and how academic administration will prob-
ably be orgamzed In every case, the documentation suggests a new way of
doing business, a new way of orgamizing and managing the academy, and quite
probably a new way of learming -- all of which are consistent with the direc-
tions the Commussion recommended 1n its 1993 report on creating a campus
for the twenty-first century The Commussion 1s optimistic that this vision will
be carrted to fruitful levels as the details of the academic plan are developed

To make sure that academic planming develops along anticipated lines, the
filing of regular progress reports to the Commussion will be helpful The Com-
mission has a statutory responsibility for program review, and the State Uni-
versity should be aware that the Commussicn will use its program review pro-
cedures to ensure that the campus’s development proceeds along the general
lines described in the needs analysis report

Cost esttmates

16
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The State University has developed a capital outlay budget -- with all of the
funding to come from the federal government -- of $143 3 mulhon for the
renovation, conversion, and retrofitting of bulldings within the 1,300-acre State
University footpnnt  Funding for toxic cleanup will also come from the feder-
al government, and 1s 1n addition to the amount for conversion The conver-
ston funds are to be expended over a five-year period, and will create a capac-
ity for about 7,000 headcount students

Federal funding 1s so critical that the State University may be forced to refuse
the land and buildings if renovation funds are not made available This 1s
because State funding 15 not a viable option for the foreseeable future, since
all of the $900 million contained 1n the proposed June 1994 bond 1ssue are
already commutted to other projects Additionally, an amount twice the size
of that bond 1ssue could be spent just to address needs on existing campuses,
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and no other sources of funds are available for capital outlay at the proposed
campus

Support budget funding for 1994-95 1s projected at $13 3 million, an amount
that assumes the current-year funding of $4 3 million will be carned forward
and supplemented by an additional $9 0 million At the present time, the Leg-
islature has not acted on this request, but it 1s clear that without the funding,
the proposed Fall 1995 opening date will be difficult to achieve, since 1t will
not be possible to hire the necessary administrators and faculty to develop the
academic and administrattve plans The State University 1s commutted to the
1995 date under the terms of the conveyance through the Department of Edu-
cation

Geographic characteristics and physical accessibility
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The physical, social, and demographic charactenstics of the area have been
adequately descnbed Demographically, the racial/ethnic composition of the
area 1s about 4 percent Black, 30 percent Latino, 61 percent White, and 5
percent other racial/ethnic groups By the year 2010, no racial/ethnic group
will constitute a majonty of the area’s population

Transportation access from the Salinas Valley will be a problem At present,
there is no road directly through the base, although the State University has
strongly urged the construction of such a thoroughfare Driving ime between
Salinas and the base 1s eshmated currently at 33 minutes

While transportation access will be a problem for some, the campus 1s de-
signed primanily to be a residential and not a commuter institution  That fact
alone makes transportation 1ssues somewhat less important than at other insti-
tutions -- particularly educational centers, which serve an almost entirely com-
muter population of students

The State University 1s currently working with the local transit distnct, Mon-
terey-Salinas Transit (MST), to arrange for bus service to the campus

Environmental and social impact

23

The State University has submitted an Environmental Impact Statement pre-
pared by the federal government That statement shows no impacts in the
State University footprint that cannot be miigated Mitigation, including for
any and all toxic wastes, 1s the responsibihity of the federal government

Effects on other instiiutions

24

There 1s no doubt that the proposed campus enjoys great popularity in the
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Jocal region The State University has demonstrated this fact by the iclusion
of a large number of letters of support from a diverse group of official and
community SQUrces

The State Universsty has engaged in an exhaustive consultation process, one
that continues to the present The list of official contacts 15 appended to this
report, and while there 1s no unamimity of opinion about the planming process
or design of the campus, 1t appears that all legitimate interests 1n the region
have been heard, and will continue to be heard

The University of Califorma, Santa Cruz, 1s attempting to recerve some 1,200
acres of land adjacent to the State University footprint for a research center
At present, some difficulties with the conveyance need to be solved, primanly
concerming usage of the land for private or commercial development The
location next to the proposed State Umiversity campus should prove to be a
strong asset for both mstitutions and for the region in general

The State Umiversity proposes to close the Monterey County Center, which
the Commuission approved as an official State University educational center n
1988 Such a closure 1s unfortunate, since transportation access to Fort Ord 1s
inconvement for many, and because the center served a somewhat different
chentele than that envisioned for the new campus Nevertheless, the State
University proposes to move the center’s programs to the campus, which should
help currently enrolled students complete their programs Overall, the Salinas
Valley will be better served by the more comprehensive campus, but there will
undoubtedly be some personal hardships tn the short run

Relations with the area commumity colleges, particularly Monterey Peninsula
College, have presented a number of challenges Monterey Peninsula College
has been adversely affected by the closure of Fort Ord, particularly 1n the Fall
1993 term when 1t lost about 23 percent of its enroliment The fact that the
State University proposes to offer lower-division courses from the outset has
caused some friction between the two mstitutions  The Commussion believes
that, should the State University insist on an immediate lower-diviston compo-
nent, it would be a prudent decision if enrollments at that level were as small
as possible for at least the first three years of campus operation -- perhaps no
greater than one-fourth of the undergraduate total Given the current enroll-
ment projections, that would create a lower-division component of 115 full-
time-equivalent students in Fall 1995, growing to about 300 1n Fall 1998 About
three fourths of those students would be from the local area After 1998, a
ratio approximating the systemwide ratio of lower-division to upper-division
students (30/70 percent) would be a reasonable goal

Even with a small lower-diviston component, 1t will be helpful for both the
State University and Monterey Peninsula College (as well as the other com-



Recommendations

mumty colleges 1n the area) to continue to develop agreements that will
serve the best interests of both institutions  Such agreements might include
guarantees of upper-division admission for students who agree to attend an
area community college for two years, housing for nonresident commumty
college students on the new campus, and other shared programs A Memo-
randum of Understanding should be signed by the area’s institutions as soon
as possible

Economic effictency

30 It has been argued, pnncipally by varous interests in the Monterey Bay
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region, that the State University should build a campus n order to help
revive the local economy Such an argument should play no part in the
Commssion’s or the State’s decision to create a campus from the former
military base The decision to create the campus should be based strictly on
the State’s need for additional educational access and service capacity, the
State University’s ability to meet that need, and the Monterey Bay area’s
need for educational services The campus may well have a positive eco-
nomic impact, but local economic benefits should not constitute the pnma-
ry reason for creating 1t

The Commuission has reviewed all of the known fiscal arguments against
estabhshing a campus at Fort Ord These include contentions that existing
campuses can accommodate all projected growth, that campuses should be
built only 1n urban areas, and that support costs will be excessive Each of
these criticisms of the project has been discussed in this report, and the
Commussion has found them all to be without serious ment The penulti-
mate conclusion of this report 1s that Califorma will benefit substantially as
a result of the conveyance of the property to the Califorma State Universi-

ty

Based on its analysis of the California State University’s proposal to es-
tablish a new campus in Monterey County on land donated by the federal
government at the former U.S. Army base at Fort Ord, and pursuant to
its responsibilities under Section 66904 of the Education Code, the Com-
mission offers the following recommendations to the Governor, the Legis-
lature, and the Trustees of the California State University:

1.

It is recommended that California State University, Monterey Bay, be
approved as the twenty-first comprehensive campus of the Cahfornia
State University system, and that it enroll students at the lower-divi-
sion, upper-division, and graduate levels beginning with the Fall 1995
term. This recommendation is subject to the three conditions stated
below, and recommendations 2 through 4 regarding lower-division in-
struction:



a. The conveyance of the property must include the housing currently con-
tained within Frederick and Schoonover Parks, as well as the dormito-
ry buildings in the central campus footprint area;

b. The federal government must assume responsibility for the cleanup of
any toxic wastes within the conveyed land;

¢. The federal government must assume responsibility for the renovation,
conversion, and retrofitting of the buildings on the conveyed land.

2. Itis recommended that the California State University and the four Com-
munity Colleges (Cabrillo, Gavilan, Hartnell, and Monterey Peninsula) in
the Monterey-San Benito-Santa Cruz (Tri-County) region make every ef-
fort to consummate cooperative and collaborative agreements. Examples
of such agreements -- which should be ratified by specific memoranda of
understanding (MOU) - might include facilities sharing, provision of re-
medial instruction, joint faculty appointments, housing agreements, time
shortened degrees, guaranteed upper division transfer, cross-institutional
enrollments, and other matters the parties may determine to be mutually
beneficial. Any completed MOU’s should be forwarded to the Commis-
sion.

3. It is recommended that the California State University and the region’s
community colleges agree to a memorandum of understanding regarding
the provision of lower division instruction at California State University,
Monterey Bay by no later than September 1, 1994, and that a copy of that
agreement be forwarded to the Commission by September 5.

4. Should the California State University and the region’s community col-
leges not reach agreement on a memorandum of understanding by Sep-
tember 1, 1994 -- and should the Commission determine that additional
time would be unlikely to produce an agreement - the Commission will
forward its recommendations on funding priorities and appropriate low-
er-division enrollment levels for California State University, Monterey Bay
for the 1995-96 fiscal year to the Governor, the Legislature, the Depart-
ment of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst by October I,
1994,

5. Since a formal academic plan for California State University, Monterey
Bay has not yet been completed, it is recommended that the Chancellor’s
office forward progress reports on the development of the plan to the Com-
mission every three months beginning July 1, 1994 until the plan is com-
pleted and approved by the Trustees.

6. At such time as an academic plan is developed and approved by the Trust-
ees, Commission staff will meet with campus and systemwide representa-
tives to discuss and agree upon a set of core undergraduate programs for
the California State University, Monterey Bay. These core programs will
not require Commission review or response at a later time but will be for-



warded in final proposal form for Commission information only. Other
degree programs outside the core should be submitted to the Commission
concomitant with the Commission’s new approach to program review in
which the Commission has the opportunity early in each program’s devel-
opment to review a planning proposal, raise questions, and state those
Commission concerns that must be addressed in the final proposal.

. Since most student financial aid programs do not provide for such costs, it

is recommended that the State University make every effort to provide
funding for transportation, and other necessary expenses that may be in-
curred prior (o enrollment, to financially needy students accepted for ad-
mission to California State University, Monterey Bay.

. It is recommended that the State University make every effort to establish

convenient access to the Monterey Bay campus from Salinas by construct-
ing or improving a roadway through the eastern gate of the former base.



Introduction

Background to the Proposal

Since the inception of the Master Plan for Higher Education, 1960-1975, the
Cahforrua Legislature has assigned to the Califorma Postsecondary Education Com-
mission -- and to 1s predecessor agency, the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education -- the responsibility for overseeing the orderly growth of public higher
education in the State  While the Governor and Legislature have always reserved
for themselves the authonty for final approval of new institutions, they have never
overndden a recommendation from either the Commussion or the Council about
building a new campus or the appropnateness of a new site

The specific Education Code sections that assign oversight responsibilities to the
Commussion include the following

66903 (5) It [the Commssion] shall advise the Legislature and Governor regard-
ing the need for and location of new nstitutions and campuses of public higher
education

66904. It 1s the intent of the Legislature that sites for new institutions or branches
of the University of Califorma and the Califorma State University, and the classes
of off-campus centers as the comrussion shall determine, shall not be authonized
or acquired unless recommended by the commission

With specific reference to the State Umiversity, there 1s another section that details
the Cormmmussion’s responsibilities

89002. The campuses authorized in subdivisions (s}, (u) and (v) of Section 89001
shall commence construction only upon resolution of the trustees, approved by the
Califorma Postsecondary Education Commusston

Section 89001 refers to all of the institutions currently included within the Cali-
forma State University system, plus the three referenced by letter above Institu-
tion *'s” refers to a potential campus in Contra Costa County (where an approved
off-campus center currently exists), institution “u” to a potential campus n Red-
wood City, and nstitution “v” to a potential campus 1n Ventura In addition,
Senate Bill No 1425 (Mello) 1s currently under consideration that would add “sub-
section (x)” to Section 89001 to include a potential campus in Monterey County

Pursuant to these vanous Education Code sections, in 1975 the Commusston de-
veloped a senes of guidelines and procedures for the review of new campus and
center proposals, then revised them in 1978, 1982, 1990, and most recently in
August 1992 The most recent of these revisions (Appendix A) contains a number
of clanfications and refinements of the earlier versions, and gives specific support
for the first time to the statewide long-range planning process recommended by
the Commussion nits Framework for Statewide Facifities Planming (1992a) That
planning framework refined and further defined the Commussion’s long-range plan-



ning responsibilities that were codified in the Commission’s original enabling leg-
islation (AB 770, Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973), and which have been rein-
forced by various legislative mandates and requests for studies ever since

The orniginal -- and current -- legislation directed the Commussion as follows

66903(1) It shall require the goverming boards of the segments of public postsec-
ondary education to develop and submut to the commussion nstitutional and sys-
temwide long-range plans in a form determined by the commission after consulta-
uon with the segments

That language has been largely incorporated into both Supplemental Budget Lan-
guage and the Commussion’s own guidelines for review of new campuses The
Supplemental Budget Language derived from deliberations on the 1990-91 Gov-
ernor’s Budget and, regarding the State University, stated the following

Reassessment of CSU's Long Range Growth Plans It 1s the intent of the Legisla-
ture that the California State University reassess its Growth Plan for 1990-2005
(Growth and Diversity Meenng the Challenge) and continue with 1ts long range
planning activities This shall include

(1) An analysis of available demographic data (including K-12 and community
college data) regarding enrollment trends and participation rates of the diverse
ethnic groups that constitute California’s population

(2) A range of enrollment projections, including each interval year, for the period
1990/91 to 2005/06, along with the assumptions underlying these projections

{3) An exphcit analvsis of regional needs and priorities

{4) An emphasis on the accommodation of enrollment increases by the expansion
of enrollment on existing campuses to the maximum extent feasible

The planning activittes should result m an estimate of the timing of the need for
addimional or improved facilities ~ which will be required to accommodate antic-
1pated enrollment demand at differing levels The result of such planning
activities  shall be submutted to the Califorma Postsecondary Education Com-
nusston for review, comment, and/or direction, as appropriate, and should precede
any proposals for temporary and/or permanent off-campus centers and new cam-
puses, if any

The remaining language called for vanous status reports and directed the State
University to develop any and all proposals for new campuses and centers in ac-
cordance with the Commussion’s guidelines for the review of new campuses and
centers

Those guidelines reinforce the legislative mandates, as does the Commussion’s 1992
Framework document Taken collectively, they have produced the current long-
range planming process that 1s scheduled to be completed late in 1994 and 1s to
cover the period between 1995 and 2010 It s anticipated that the proposal for
California State University, Monterey Bay, will be included within the State Uni-
versity’s revised and updated long-range plan



Origins
of the proposal

Within this planning context, the Commussion requires that a system or commuru-
ty college district proposing to estabhish a new campus or educational center sub-
mit a more detailed short-term plan through a two-stage process that begins with
a “letter of intent to expand ™ Such a letter must contain a number of tems (1) a
preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for the new campus, (2) the geograph-
1c location of the new campus, with maps showing population density, topogra-
phy, and road and highway configurations, (3) 1f more than one new institution 1s
proposed, the reason for placing pnionty on one over another, (4) a ime schedule
for campus development, (5) a ten-year capital outlay budget, and (6) the autho-
nzing resolution from the governing board  If the Commussion reviews that letter
favorably, the system 1s then invited to submit a comprehensive proposal -- referred
to as a “needs study” report -- that the Commussion reviews according to ten cn-
tera in order to determine its mernit, after which the Commission recommends to
the Governor and the Legslature that the new campus be approved or disapproved
(The Commussion discusses those criteria in their entirety in Part Three of this re-
port )

The Califorma State University’s proposal to establish a comprehensive baccalau-
reate university 1n Monterey is the direct result of the end of the Cold War  With
the disintegration of Soviet commumsm, the fall of the Berlin Wall, and the gener-
al lessening of tensions between East and West, 1t became clear to both the Presi-
dent and Congress that a major downsizing of America’s military presence both
domestically and on the world stage would be both possible and desirable To that
end, Congress passed the “Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990”
(Public Law 101-510, Tatle XXIX), an act that created the Base Realignment and
Closure Commussion (BRAC), which was directed to make its recommendations
to President Bush by July 1, 1991 According to the legislation, neither Congress
nor the President could be selective about the closure of any individual military
base or installation, each branch of government was required to either accept or
reject the BRAC recommendations in their entirety

Appendix B of this report contains a complete chronology of events since then
regarding Fort Ord, but a brief summary 1s warranted here In April 1991, Secre-
tary of Defense Cheney released his recommendations for base closures, a list that
included over 100 bases from all service branches, among which was the largest
Army base (28,000 acres) in the United States, Fort Ord in Monterey County On
July 1, the BRAC Commussion agreed with the Secretary regarding Fort Ord, and
recommended that its pnmary complement of personnel, the Seventh Light Infan-
try Division (no heavy tanks, armor, or artillery), be moved in its entirety to Fort
Lewis in Washington State

The State University’s interest in Fort Ord began on July 3, 1991, when then Pres-
ident Gail Fullerton of San Jose State University met with then Congressman Leon
Panetta of Monterey to discuss the possibilities for obtaiming a portion of the base
for educational purposes This led to further discussions within the Chancellor’s
Office and then a letter to the Commission {Appendix C) on September 30 notify-



ing the Executive Director of some of the State University’s activities, which in-
cluded consideration of a “relocation of the Monterey County off-campus center
of San Jose State University and possible future expansion into a full-service
campus to serve the region ™ This imnial effort at exploring 1deas for State Umiver-
sity involvement was formally endorsed by the Board of Trustees on October 25,
1991

Discussions continued for the remainder of 1991 and into early 1992, with a num-
ber of elected representatives becoming involved at this early stage, among them
Governor Wilson, Congressman Panetta (now Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget), State Senators Alquist (San Jose) and Morgan (Morgan Hill),
and Assembly Members Areias (Salinas), Farr (Monterey), Mello (Gilroy), Vas-
concellos (San Jose), and Seastrand (San Luis Obispo) On Apnl 9, 1992, Gover-
nor Wilson wrote to Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander to add his “concep-
tual support for CSU’s proposal” to acquire part of the base By June, the State
University had developed plans to open an Office of Planning and Development
(OPD) 1n the Monterey area, and on July 15, the Trustees approved another reso-
lution, this time supporting apphcation and negotiation to obtam land at Fort Ord
for a “full-service residential campus,” provided sufficient land and residential fa-
cihties could be provided The following day, the State University advised the
Commussion in writing of the Trustees action

In September, the Legislature added a provision to the 1992-93 Budget Act ap-
propriating $1 million from the 1988 Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund
for “Monterey County Campus -- master planning feasibihty studies, cost-benefit
analyses ” These funds were used to open the planning office next door to the
base in Seaside and to hire the imitial complement of staff, principally Dr Steven
Arvizu from Calhiforma State University, Bakersfield as [nterim Provost, and Col

R E (Hank) Hendrickson (USA, Ret ) as Executive Dean At that stage of devel-
opment, however, planning activities remained under the pnmary leadership of
San Jose State University and its Intenm President, ] Handel Evans

On November 4, the State University again advised the Commussion of its activi-
ties regarding Fort Ord (Appendix D) It indicated that it regarded this correspon-
dence as satisfying the requirement for a letter of intent,” even though all requisite
matenials were not provided at that time On December 7, the State University
and the Umversity of Califormia agreed to develop a Memorandum of Understand-
ing for a “cooperative academic and capital planning effort”, and on December 17,
the State University and the Commussion signed a Memorandum of Understanding
“to address long range planmng needs of CSU and CPEC for regional and
statewide planming” (reproduced 1n Appendix E)

As the first step in the joint planning activities, the Commussion’s executive direc-
tor wrote the State University’s chancellor on January 27, 1993, accepting the
State University’s “letter of intent to expand™ and discussing the possibilities for
developing “a bold and imaginative new campus that will require creativity [in
which] the educational vision should embrace not only high academic standards
but also challenge traditional approaches to pedagogy, management, and the de-



The Commission’s
first report
on the campus

livery of educational services ” The letter concluded with a commutment on behalf
of the Commussion to collaborate “in attempting to think new thoughts, to try new
1deas, and to respond to a changing environment

Planning intensified throughout 1993, starting with a strong endorsement of the
project in the 1993-94 Governor's Budget, which was released to the Legislature
on January 18 The chronology in Appendix B of this report contains a long hist of
presentations to the Trustees, contacts with legislators at both the State and feder-
al levels, contacts between the State University and vanous State agencies, in-
cluding the Commussion, the University of Califormia, and the California Commu-
mty Colleges, presentation of the Commussion’s first report on the subject in Oc-
tober (1bid ), and documentation of visits to the base by various officials In addi-
tion to these events, there were many other contacts among State University per-
sonnel, local officials, representatives of independent colleges, and community col-
lege admimstrators and faculty to discuss matters of interest surrounding the pro-
posed establishment of the new campus

Early in 1994, the State Umiversity met with Commussion staff to discuss devel-
opment of the “needs study” report that is analyzed at length n the third and final
section of this report It was agreed then that the study should be delivered to the
Commussion by March 1 -- a date that was met After reviewing that report, Com-
musston staff requested addittonal materials to support and amphify the needs study,
these amved 1n the form of a revised edition of the first report on March 24 (1994b)

In QOctober 1993, the Comnussion approved its first report on the proposed con-
version of Fort Ord to a State University campus, Creating a Campus jfor the
Twenty-First Century -- The Califorma State University and Fort Ord  In part,
that report was designed to provide readers with an overview of the Fort Ord
conversion process, and to respond, as required by the Commussion’s guidelines,
to the State Umversity’s “letter of intent to expand ” More importantly, howev-
er, and as part of its planmng responsibilities undertaken pursuant to the Memo-
randum of Understanding between the Commission and the State Umiversity, the
Commisston endeavored to provide State Umiversity planners with some guidance
and suggestions that might well be incorporated into the State University’s plan-
ming efforts for the proposed new campus These suggestions fell into several
categonies (1) the educational environment likely to be found in the twenty-first
century, (2) the uses of technology, and (3) the possibility of changing both the
management and the orgamzation of academic nstitutions generally with the ob-
jective of continuously improving quality

The Commussion noted that the societal environment rapidly taking shape for the
twenty-first century will most hikely contain at least six elements

* The knowledge-based soctety Much economic focus has shifted from an -
dustnal-based society to a service-oriented society premised on information
and knowledge Societal expectations are heightened, and the concept of high-
er education has shifted from a narrow to a broad focus Education and higher
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level traiming are no longer regarded as solely the domain of higher education
institutions  This has sigmficant implications for the way in which higher edu-
cation 18 viewed and utilized

* Fducational technology Rapid technological advances demand change 1n all
sectors of higher education, from academic delivery systems to facilities con-
struction There are new opportunities for networking and restructuring higher
education processes and systems in ways that are no longer constrained by time,
space, or location

* The “new” quality emphasis The total quality movement in the corporate
sector has created a new emphasis on the process of quality improvement with-
i higher education This interest in quality 1s coupled with public concerns
about the value and costs of education and growing competition from other
organizations entering the knowledge and production arena Colleges and uni-
verstties are being asked to develop evaluation measures and standards of per-
formance across all functional areas

* Multiculturalism Changing and shifting demographics 1s one of the most widely
recogmzed and studied trends affecting higher education Traditional labels,
such as majonty and nunonty, have lost much of their meanming in light of soci-
ety’s growing diversity

* Internationalism A world view 1s beginning to emerge Societal and techno-
logical advancements are eliminating traditional barners among countnes and
global markets This perspective requires a shift in the scope and focus of North
Amencan higher education, particularly in Califorma, which 1s on the edge of
the Pacific nm and therefore highly accessible to the emerging economies of
Asia, Latin America, and Mexico As transitional relationships continue to de-
velop, the differences between Amencan higher education and other countnies’
educational systems are lessening

¢ Financing higher education  The true costs of higher education have gone
relatively unrecognized, in part due to the heavy mvestments in education that
governments have traditionally made These sources of funds are shrinking and
being redistributed 1n ways that reflect shifting governmental priorities It has
become clear that alternative sources of revenue for higher education must be
identified and developed College and umiversity operations are being held more
accountable for the effective and efficient use of resources

The Commussion observed that societal change invanably conflicts with institu-
tional inertia, and higher education 1s no different Those within the institutions
who are used to doing things 1n ways that have long since become comfortable and
predictable are offended and often angered by the suggestion that they must learn
new methodologies, adapt to new forms, and think in new ways It is been ob-
served more than once that there are many within the acadermic commumity who
strongly favor innovation and change in broad areas of Amenican society, so long
as one of those areas 1s not the university stself



The Commssion indicated that a conflict between new societal directions and old
university procedures 1s evident from a number of indicators, including increasing
criticism from the public, governmental agencies, and independent analysts, as well
as public opimon polls that show a decline in confidence 1n education as an nstitu-
tion Further, one of the elements in the new societal equation -- decreased finan-
cial support from the public sector -- tends to highhght and even exacerbate most
of the others For example, reduced resources make 1t more difficult to purchase
new technological equipment, to inttiate new programs to serve workers needing
retraining, and to provide quality training for employees At the same time, how-
ever, a shortage of resources produces tremendous pressures for change, which in
turn can lead to even greater internal resistance from those who must make the
changes

The Commussion concluded that whatever the resistance, change must neverthe-
less occur, and will occur With specific regard to the proposed new campus, it
offered two conclusions that should ultimately be incorporated into any viable
vision for the new campus (p 52)

In planning for the Monterey Bay campus, the State Umiversity should take the
probable realities of life in the twentv-first century into account Those realities
will include the facts that the United States will be a technologically onented,
knowledge-based society, there will be an overwhelming emphasis on manufac-
turing and service quality (including educational services), multiculturalism and
intemationahsm will dominate social, political, and economic life, and n the mudst
of rapid change and an increasing demand for higher education services, resource
es for igher education will be imited as never before, and higher education will
be asked to do far more with less

Planming for Fort Ord should not advance along traditional pedagogical and man-
agenal lines The new campus should devise a lughly flexible and admimstrative-
ly “flat” orgamzational structure that will not only encourage educational innova-
tion and a multidisciplinary curniculum, but will also discourage the establish-
ment of academic fiefdoms

In being asked to do more with less, higher education leaders tend to agree that
technology 1s the answer As the Commussion noted, almost everyone has expen-
enced major changes in their lives over just the past few years as a result of such
technological advances as bar-code scanners, fax machines, compact discs, cellu-
lar phones, cable television, or home computers In the future, those advances
will continue to the point where the young people of today will be so comfortable
with mynad technological applications at home and in school that they will expect
the same once they enter institutions of higher education In short, whether or not
faculty and administrators are prepared to adopt new mnstructional technologies, 1t
15 almost certain that their students will demand them

The Commussion also suggested that technology alone will not be enough to trans-
form the academy to a new, twenty-first century format There must also be a
comprehensive commitment to teaching quality and admurustrative flexibility To
that end, the Commussion discussed the principles of “Total Quahity Management”
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(TQM) at some length, the managenal philosophy developed by the late W Ed-
wards Deming that revolutiomized manufactuning in Japan, 1s currently revolution-
1zing manufacturing in such major Amernican firms as Ford, Motorola, and Intel,
among many others, and that 1s under intense discussion within the higher educa-
tion commumnty 1ts overnding premise 1s that institutions must change from “pro-
vider-driven cultures” to “client or customer-driven cultures,” and from hierarchi-
cal structures to flat structures, from bureaucratic “by-the-book™ decision pro-
cesses to flexible procedures that are geared more to achieving a predetermined
objective or goal and less to simply following the rules regardless of outcome

Such a philosophy may have major implications for the way higher education con-
ducts itself As an example, budgetary allocations based on counting the number
of hours spent by students in class could be replaced by outcome measures such as
competencies obtained or degrees/certificates awarded Faculty may be rewarded
as much for producing sofiware packages, providing individual instruction in com-
puter laboratones, or orgamzing distance education courseware as for teaching a
traditional class or semunar Faculty and staff reward systems may change dramat-
ically also, and could be affected either directly or indirectly by the performance of
students

At this early stage of the application of both technology and quality management
systems to higher education, 1t is impossible to foresee what structural and peda-
gogical forms the new 1deas may take As promising as TQM 1s, 1t is also clear that
it has encountered much reststance, that the changes in the academic culture 1t
requires will be difficult to implement, and that the challenge of customizing 1t to
partrcular university settings 1s far from developed What 1s possible to foresee,
however, 15 that major changes will occur 1n the very near future, changes as dra-
matic as those introduced by the industrial revolution Experiments such as the
“charter school” movement -- an offshoot of the TQM philosophy -- in the public
schools are already under way, and are showing early signs of producing good
results In the State University, there 1s no such comparable movement yet, but
there is a trend towards fewer bureaucratic structures and controls, and a reduc-
tion 1n stnct formula-dnven budgetary allocations, all of which are elements of the
quality movement

Possibly above all, and 1t 1s a point worth repeating, the quality movement requires
a reonentation of the academic environment from a provider onentation to a cus-
tomer onentation To many, that 1dea 1s itself extremely confusing, since so many
within the academic commumty believe they are serving the customers -- the stu-
dents -- as well as they can be served In part, the problem is conceptual, since 1t 1s
extremely difficult to determine who the “‘customers” really are, and indeed what
the “product™ 15 Colleges and universities do not produce automobiles, paper
products, or furniture They do produce human beings with intellectual tools that
are not easy to quantify In this sense, students may not be the customers at all,
they may be a product generated by an institution which 1s then purchased by the
real customers -- business, industry, and government In other senses, however,
students are truly consumers of housing, food, books, and a host of other materials
and services



The Legislative
Analyst’s report

All of this discussion impacts the creation and development, perhaps the evolu-
tion, of the proposed Calfornia State Umversity, Monterey Bay From the out-
set, and as will be noted 1n the next part of thus report, the “vision” for this cam-
pus has always been for something that has not existed before within the Cahfor-
ma State University system This vision 15 not just for an innovative curriculum,
although that 1s proposed, nor just for an innovative administrative structure, al-
though that 1s integral to the orgamzational ethos More than anything, as the
Commussion has noted 1n a growing number of 1ts reports, it 1s for a new idea of
how higher education’s business should be conducted, a ““fresh look” at everything
from structure to resources 1o prionties to accountability to intersegmental rela-
tionships In 1ts 1993 report, the Commussion endeavored to suggest some ideas
to the State Universtty that should be taken seriously as the planmng process moves
forward That process has now resulted in a needs study by the State University
that acknowledges the Commussion’s effort and endeavors to incorporate some of
its thinking  As the process continues, 1t will be important that the impetus for
innovation, for new structural arrangements, and for increases in measurable pro-
ductivity not be forgotten

In February of this year, the Office of the Legislative Analyst released 1ts Analysis
of the Budget Bill, 1994-95, which contained a lengthy section concerning the
proposed Monterey Bay campus In general, the Analyst felt that information
provided through January was insufficient for the Legislature to make informed
decisions regarding the proposed campus Specifically, the Analyst stated (p I-
43)

In order to make an informed deciston on the statewide and regional implications
of the proposed new campus at Monterey Bay, the Legislature needs information
from the CSU on the specific short- and long-run costs and impacts of the pro-
posed new campus

The Analyst noted that the State University had requested, but did not recerve,
$15 mullion for the Fort Ord project in the Governor’s Budget for 1994-95 In
addition, the State University stated its intention to redirect another $3 milhon
from within internal resources to the Fort Ord endeavor Given this fiscal uncer-
tainty, the Analyst raised a number of specific questions

* Is a new CSU campus needed to accommodate future enrollments?

* How docs the proposed new Monterey Bay campus fit with existing and potential
capacity at other CSU campuses?

+ What are the potential short-term trade-offs with regard to student access?
+ What are the state’s capital outlay costs for the new campus?
+ Does the Monterey Bay enrollment plan and “vision” meet the state’s needs?

Some of these questions, particularly the last, tend to be open ended and subject
to the vaganes of opimion, but those questions related to enrollment growth and
physical capacity can be discussed empincally, and will be later in this report
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Among the Analyst’s greatest concerns are the long-range planning imphcations
of the new campus, particularly in light of the absence of a State University long-
range development plan Such a plan 1s currently under development, and will be
folded into an overall statewide plan for facilities development that the Commus-
sion will present to the Legislature in 1995, but such a plan does not exist at the
present ime Because of that, the Analyst inquires whether a new campus 1s really
needed, even one involving the gift of hundreds of milhons of dollars in land and
buildings

In The 1990-91 Budget Perspectives and Issues, we found no demonstrated need
to plan for any new CSU campuses based on the Department of Finance (DOF)
Demographic Unit’s enrollment projections and the CSU’s capacity projections
through 2005-06 Since that time, the DOF has revised its enrollment projections
for 2005-06 downward [Analyst’s emphasis] by 3 percent This tends to support
our previous conclusion for this time period

Another 1ssue raised by the Analyst involves the tradeoffs between existing and
proposed campuses Given the fiscal austenty in which lmgher education finds
itself, the Analyst asked If the allocation of himited resources to Fort Ord, where
the small initial enrollment will make economies of scale impossible, will reduce
enrollment -- and therefore access -- to other campuses where the funds would go
further As the Analyst notes, the requested $21 million in support (more recently
reduced to $13 3 milhon, as Display 23 below notes) may provide educational
services to only 1,000 full-time-equivalent students at Monterey Bay, but could
support 4,500 on a mature campus Given that, and the fact that excess capacity
currently exists within the State University system, the Analyst speculates on the
necessity of acquiring Fort Ord at this time

Other questions concern the possible need for State capital outlay funding and the
adequacy of the State University’s “vision” 1n meeting future State needs The
Analyst specifically raises questions about (1) the need for graduate enrollment,
(2) the expansion of educational technology, (3) service to the needs of a “multi-
cultural society,” and (4) the provision of new and mnovative collaborative ar-
rangements with other mnstitutions

The Analyst concludes by acknowledging the opporturuties presented by base con-
version, but also indicates possible dangers Mostly, the Analyst appears to be-
lieve that the case for California State Umiversity, Monterey Bay, has not been
macde and that more information 1s necessary (p [-51)

Defense conversion presents the state wath opportunities as well as nsks  In this
analysis, we focus on the short- and long-run costs and impacts of the proposed
new CSU campus at Fort Ord  Over the past several months we have been meeting
with the CSU concerming the Fort Ord proposal, and have advised the CSU staff of
the information needs discussed above

The Legslature needs this information in order to evaluate the statewide and re-
gronal implications of this proposal To properly nform the Legislature and assist
1t 1n the evaluation of options on how best to proceed, the CSU should identify how
Fort Ord fits into 1ts systemwide plans, particularly with regard to enrollment pro-



Jections and campus capacities, capital outlay and support costs, and student ac-
cess trade-offs

The Commssion addresses some of those questions in the next section of this
report, but conclusive answers to other questions must await the future
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Introduction

Analysis of the Proposal

Planning for the orderly growth of Califormia public mgher education i1s among the
most important and difficult responsibihties assigned to the Commission by the
Govemor and the Legislature In some ways, 1t 1s a responsibility related to the
one assigned to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission {BRAC) that rec-
ommended the downsizing of Fort Ord almost to the point of its outright closure
Congress assigned the job of base closure to a Commuission because 1t realized that
the infighting over mihtary bases among its own members would create a process
that would probably be both unfair, and ultimately, unmanageable The Califorma
State Legislature assigned the responsibility for making recommendations con-
cermng public igher education expansion to the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Comrmussion for exactly the same reason, to make the process as fair and
objective as possible

The Commission has long believed that the process of developing new campuses,
as well as off-campus centers, must begin with a global context and then proceed
to a detailed justification of a specific proposal Clearly, if 1t can be demonstrated
that there 1s no statewide need for additional capacity, then even the most closely
reasoned justification for a new campus would be irrelevant  If the need for ca-
pacity can be demonstrated, however, then other questions emerge, such as where
the greatest need exists for such space, when it should be built, what kinds of
students are most in need of educational services, which of the three systems of
mgher education should be expanded, and whether the services can be provided 1n
ways other than the construction of a new campus or educational center

In 1988 and 1989, the Commussion embarked on a comprehensive, statewide, long-
range planming process that culminated in Higher Education at the Crossroads
Planming for the Twenty-First Century (1990c), which projected enrollments to
2005, offered estimates of the costs of new campuses and off-campus centers,
discussed the capacity of independent institutions, warned of the coming resource
shortage that emerged later that year and has continued to the present, and offered
a number of policy directions for legislative consideration That report represent-
ed the first in what has become a substantial senes of planming documents the
Commussion has developed for the purpose of defining legislative options and shap-
ing higher education’s future (1991, 1992a, 1992¢, 1993a, 1993c, 1993d, and
1993¢)

The Commussion’s Crossroads effort did not produce a2 comprehensive statewide
plan for the development of lugher education, but 1t did have the effect of institu-
tionalizing and regulanzing the planming process Supplemental Language to the
1990-91 Budget Act -- noted in Part Two of this report -- aided that process
further where the State University was specifically concerned by calling for a number
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of follow-up reports, some of which continue to be developed Unfortunately, the
budget crises of the 1990s have not been conducive to the dispassionate develop-
ment of long-range designs, and 1t 15 therefore not possible to state that the pro-
posal for a new campus in Monterey Bay can be analyzed within the framework of
a well-articulated and fully matured statewide plan

However, such a plan 1s under consideration at the present time The Commussion
1s engaged 1n a major update to the Crossroads report -- one that will develop
planning options for the period between 1995 and 2010 The process of develop-
ing that report 15 1n 1ts early stages, although some long-range enrollment projec-
tions have been developed by the Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Finance, and each of the three public systems 1s working on its long-range de-
velopment plans The most recent enrollment projections will be discussed short-
ly, and should begin to provide a context for the consideration of the Fort Ord
proposal In one sense, this 15 a matter of considering the specific prior to the
general, which 1s no one’s preference, but in the case at hand, there 1s little mean-
ingful choice That review may not be taking place under the most 1deal circum-
stances, but it must take place nevertheless

Both the State Umiversity and the Commission have endeavored to consider the
systemwide and statewide implications of the possible conversion of Fort Ord to
educational uses, and it 1s certain that the further consideration of those imphca-
tions will guide the development of the new campus, 1f 1t 15 approved Planming 1s
a continuous process, which means that when the statewide plan 1s developed, 1t
will provide a guide to the development of proposed new campuses At this stage
of deliberations, and as discussed more fully below with respect to the consider-
ation of alternatives, the primary 1ssue 1s whether or not to accept a sizable gift of
land and buildings from the federal government Almost all of the other 1ssues
surrounding this proposal, those of academc planning, enrollment levels, interseg-
mental relations, the provision of student services, and related concerns, are sec-
ondary to this consideration, even though they are extremely important in their
own night

For the Commussion, the Fort Ord proposal 1s the most complex 1t has ever con-
sidered The nuances and subtlettes of vanous policy options seem endless, and
the number of people involved, virtually all of whom have large stakes in the out-
come, 15 impressive [t 1s the first proposal the Commission has ever considered
where virtually every conceivable level of government 1s involved, and with sev-
eral subsets of each level These include the Governor and the Legislature, sever-
al federal agencies, several State agencies, the University of Cahformia and the lo-
cal commumity colleges, numerous constituencies within the State University, ev-
ery city and county government in the region, all elected representatives in the re-
gion (and some adjacent to it), plus a host of independent colleges and unmiversi-
ties, private corporations, public interest orgamzations, and activist groups Many
of these organizations have contradictory agendas or purposes that lead them to
desire the same property Needless to say, there 1s no course of action open to
the State Umversity that will satisfy everyone



Overview
of the region

DRAFT

Displays 1 through 5 below and on the next several pages show vanous views of
the Monterey Bay region, of Fort Ord, and of the “footpnint™ of the State Univer-
sity’s proposed 1,300-acre campus

|
Monterey Bay lies about 100 miles south of San

DISPLAY 1 Francisco, and 1s among California’s and the na-

|

' tion’s greatest natural wonders, boasting such
General Location attractions as the Monterey Bay National Ma-
of Fort Ord rine Sanctuary, the Seventeen Mile Drive, the

wn Monterey County Asilomar Conference Center, and the world fa-
mous resorts at Pebble Beach and Spanish Bay
Next door 1s the Salinas Valley, which formed
the setting for many of John Steinbeck’s nov-
els, and which represents one of the primary
sources of fresh vegetables in the nation Three
marine laboratones nng the bay, including the
State University’s facility at Moss Landing
Monterey 1tself 1s the home of the Defense Lan-
guage Institute, the Monterey Bay Aquarium,
the Monterey Institute for Intemational Stud-
ies, and the Naval Postgraduate School, and 1t
is near the Santa Cruz campus of the Umversity
of Califorma, San Jose State Unmiversity, and
Stanford University to the north, and Cal Poly,
San Luis Obispo, to the south

The Army has operated Fort Ord since 1917, where 1t has served both as a boot
camp (between 1947 and 1975) and as the home of the Seventh Light Infantry
Division for all of the other years of its existence At 1ts height, Fort Ord em-
ployed some 16,000 military and civilian personnel, and contributed about $800
mullion to the local economy The loss of the Fort Ord payroll has had a highly
negative economic and social impact on the region, and has prompted local offi-
cials to be aggressive in seeking replacement activities, not the least of which 1s
the proposed Califorma State University, Monterey Bay At present, it appears
that the search for replacements 1s showing considerable promuse, as the following
partial hist of agencies and organizations that have expressed an interest in obtain-
ing part of the facility indicates

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Bureau of Land Management National Oceanic and
Defense Language Institute Atmosphenc Admunistration
Federal Bureau of Prisons, National Park Service
Department of Justice Uruted States Geological Survey
National Aeronautics and Space
Admunistration

(text conlinues on page 32)
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DISPLAY 3 General View of Fort Ord, Showing Local Jurisdictional Boundaries
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Proposed California State

Univers:

DISPLAY 4  The State Umversity “Footprint” at Fort Ord and Areas of Unexploded Ordmance
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DISPLAY 5  Detailed View of the “Footprint” for the Proposed Monterey Bay Campus
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The
Commission’s
criteria for
approval of new
campuses

|
STATE AGENCIES

The Califorma State University
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation

Crry aND COUNTY AGENCIES

City of Seaside
Monterey Bay Aguarium

OTHER NON-PROFIT AGENCIES
Chapman University
Golden Gate University
Goodwll Industries

Califormia Peace Officers Standards
and Tramming
University of Califorma, Santa Cruz

Monterey County Parks Department
Monterey Peninsula Regional Parks
District

Monterey Institute for International
Studies
Monterey Peninsula College

Hartnell College
Monterey College of Law

Seven public schools and one private school
YMCA and McKinney Act orgamzations

In addition, a number of corporate interests may or may not become mvolved
depending on the resolution of the claims of the public entities

Although the Seventh Light Infantry Division was moved to Fort Lewis in Wash-
ington State, Fort Ord will continue to be the home of the Presidio of Monterey
Army Traimng and Doctrine Command, which will occupy some 1,500 acres of
the base adjacent to the proposed State University campus The remaming 26,500
acres of the base will be available for transfer and reuse, although 1t 1s virtually cer-
tam that some 8,000 acres of artillery ranges with unexploded ordinance, shown
in Display 4, will remain under miitary quarantine for the foreseeable future At
present, 1,300 acres have been reserved for the State University, 1,200 for the
University of California, and 3,000 for corporations or individuals, with the remain-
der designated for park lands, allocated to public benefit uses such as education,
or parceled out to federal, State, and local agencies Because the federal Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency has designated Fort Ord as a Superfund site where
substantial toxic wastes exist, it may be many years before certain areas of the base
are usable for any purpose

Within this context, the Commussion has analyzed the proposal for Califorma State
University, Monterey Bay in light of its 1992 Guidelines for Review of Proposed
Unversity Campuses, Community Colleges, and Educational Centers (1992b),
which contain the following ten criteria by which proposals are evaluated

1 The proposal must contain both statewide and local ten-year enroliment pro-
Jections approved by the Demographic Research Unit of the Department of
Finance, and projected enrollment must be sufficient to establish the campus

2 Programmatic alternatives must be considered, including such possibilities as
establishing a center instead of a campus, expanding existing campuses or in-
creasing utiization, shaning facihties with other institutions, or using nontradi-
tional educational delivery systems



Enrollment
projections

3 There must be a plan to serve disadvantaged and historically underrepresent-
ed students

4 There must be an academic master plan, with all programs described and jus-
tified

5 The proposal must include an analysis of both capital and support costs
6 There should be a cost-benefit analysis of alternative sites

7 Physical, social, and demographic characteristics must be descnbed, and a
plan for transportation access to the site presented

8 An environmental impact report should be provided

9 There should be a strong consultation process with the community and 1ts
institutions, and the impact of the proposed campus on the enrollments of
existing campuses n the area must be considered

10 More favorable consideration will be given to proposals where land or other
tangible assets are donated, and where intersegmental cooperation can be dem-
onstrated

The remaining sections of this report analyze the proposal in terms of each of these
cntena, with the critena quoted n 1talics at the start of each section

Criterion 1 I Enroliment projections must be sufficient 1o justify the
establishment of the “new institution For a proposed new umversity
campus, enrollment projections for each of the first ten years of operation
Jrom the campus's opening date must be provided

As the designated demographic agency for the State, the Demographic
Research Unit has the statutory responsibility for preparing systemwide and
district enroliment projections  For a proposed new instutution, the Unit will
approve all projections of undergraduate enrollment developed by a systemwide
ceniral office of one of the public systems The Unit shall provide the
systems with advice and mstructions on the preparation of enrollment
projecltions

Undergraduate enrollment projections for new institutions of the
Califorma State Umversity shall be presented in terms of headcount
and full-time-equivalent students (FTES)

Graduate and professional student enrofiment projections shall be prepared
by the systemwide central office proposing the new mstitution  In preparing
these projections, the spectfic methodology and/or rationale generating the
projections, an analysts of supply and demand for graduate education, and
the need for new graduate and professional degrees, must be provided

Criterton 1 4 For a new Califorma State University campus, statewide
enroliment projected for the State Unmversity system should exceed the planned
enroflment capacity of existing State University campuses and educational
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centers as defined in the systemwide long-range plan developed by the Board
of Trustees pursuant to Item [ of these guidelines If the statewide enrollment
projection does not exceed the planned enroliment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs must be demonstrated In order for compelling
regional needs to be demonsirated, the system must specify why these regional
needs deserve priority attention over compeling needs in other sectors of the
State University system for both support and capiial outlay funding

Statewtde enroliment projections

As these cnitena on enrollment projections indicate, the Commussion relies on the
projections of the Demographic Research Unit of the California Department of
Finance, which produces enrollment projections for all three higher education seg-
ments on a regular basis The Umt’s most recent set of projections for the State
Umiversity 1s shown in Displays 6, 7, and 8 -- the last presenting these projections

DISPLAY 6  Califorma State Umvérsny Headcount Enroliment, 1990-1992, and Projected
Enrollment, 1993-2010

1992 Beries' 1993 Senes 1993 Low Range 1993 Hish Ranea
Under- Graduate Under- Graduate Under-  Graduate Under- Graduate
Y ear graduales Students Total graduates Students  Total gradustes  Students  Total graduates  Studems  Total

Histoncal

1990 294 083 74,970 369,053 294,083 74,970 369,053 294,083 74,970 369053 294,083 74970 369,053
1991 287,815 74,089 351,904 287.815 74,089 361,904 287,815 74,089 361904 287,815 74,089 361,904
1992 279,200 74,800 354,000 297122 70,571 347693 277122 70571 347,693 277,122 70,571 347,693

Projected

1993 270 800 75,600 346,400 258 000 6B 700 326 700 242300 66 600 308 900 285,300 95100 380,400
1994 268,000 76,500 344,500 238900 70100 309000 222700 67200 289900 297,800 95700 393,500
1995 275,200 77,700 352,900 226,400 71,600 293,000 213,900 67 800 281,700 7700 96,500 414,200
1996 288,800 73,900 367,700 222,300, 73,200 295,500 210,000 68,300 278,300 338,800 96,900 435,700
1997 303,600 80,100 383,700 227,400 74,700 302,100 209,100 68,800 277.500 349,600 97500 447100
1998 315,400 81,300 400,700 237,700 76,100 313,800 210,500 6% 300 279,800 357,200 97,900 455,100
1999 334,600 82,400 417,000 251,000 77,600 328,600 213,400 69,600 283,000 364,300 98,100 462,400
2000 348,700 83,700 432,400 267,200 79,100 346,300 218,000 70,000 288 000 373,000 98,400 471,400
2001 363,500 85,400 448,900 285,400 80,600 366,000 223,700 70,400 294,100 383,200 98,800 482,000
2002 378,000 87,000 465,000 304,600 82300 386900 229,300 71,000 300 300 393,200 95,500 492,700
2003 391,500 88,700 480,200 324,500 84 000 408,500 235,100 71,600 306 700 403,200 100,200 503,400
2004 403,400 90,500 493,900 341,600 84,800 426 400 240300 72,300 312,600 412,400 101,100 513,500
2005 415400 92,500 507,900 356,300 85,700 442,000 245,600 73,100 318,700 421,600 102,000 523,600

2006 371,100 36,800 457,900 252,500 73,900 326,400 433100 103,200 536,300
2007 386,100 87,600 473,700 261,400 74,700 336,100 447,400 104,200 551,600
2008 404,100 88,500 492,600 273,200 75,600 348,800 466,600 105,400 572,000
2009 423,800 89,600 513,400 285,900 76,500 362,400 488,500 106,700 595,200
2010 442,500 90,000 532,500 297,800 77400 375,200 510,300 108,100 618,400

1 The 1992 numbers were estimales n the 1992 Senes which projected enrollments only through 2008
Source Demographic Research Unit, State Department of Finance
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DISPLAY 7 Percent Changes in Califorma State Umversity Headcount Enrolliment, 1990-1992,
and in Projected Enrollment, 1993-2010

1992 Senest 1993 Senes 1993 Low Range 1993 High Range

Under- Graduate Under- Graduate Under-  Graduate Under- Graduate
Year graduates Students  Total praduates Students  Total graduates Students  Total graduates  Students  Total
Histoncal |
1991 21% -11% -19% 21% -11% -19% 21% -11% -19% 2 1% -11%  -19%
1592 2% 09% -21% 37% 47% -39% 37% -47% -39% -37% -4 7% -3 9%
Projected
1593 0% 10%  -21% 69% -26% H£0% 125% -56% -111% 29% 34 7% 9 4%
1994 10% 11%  -05% -74% 20% -54% -8 0% 9% 61% 4 3% 06% 34%
1995 26% 15% 2 4% 52%  21% -35% -3 %% 08% -28% 6 6% 08% 52%
1996 49% 15%% 4 1% -18% 22% -08% -1 8% 07% -12% 6 6% 04% 51%
1997 51% 15% 43% 22% 20% 22% -0 4% 07% -01% 31% 06% 26%
1998 52% 14% 4 4% 45% 18% 3 8% 06% 07% 06% 21% 0 4% 17%
1999 47% 13% 4 0% 55% 19% 4 7% 1 3% 04% 11% 19% 02% 16%
2000 42% 15% 36% 64% 19% 53% 21% 0 5% 1 7% 23% 03% 19%
2001 42% 20% 3 8% 68% 18% 56% 26% 0 5% 21% 27% 04% 22%
2002 39% 18% 35% 67% 21% 57% 25% 0 8% 21% 26% 07% 22%
2003 35% 1%% 32% 65% 20% 55% 2 5% 0 8% 21% 25% 07% 21%
2004 30% 20% 28% 52% 09% 4 3% 22% 0 9% 19% 22% 0 8% 20%
2005 29% 22% 28% 43% 10% 36% 22% 11% 1 9% 22% 08% 19%
2006 41% 12% 35% 2 8% 10% 24% 27% 11% 24%
2007 40% 09% 34% 35% 10% 25%% 33% 09% 28%
2008 o 46% 10% 39% 4 5% 12% 3% 4 2% 11% 36%
2009 48% 12% 42% 4 6% 11% 3 8% 4 6% 12% 4 0%
2010 44% 04% 37% 4 1% 11% 35% 4 4% 13% 38%

1 The 1992 percentage changes were esimates in the 1992 Senies, which projected enrollments only through 2005
Source Demographuc Research Unt, State Department of Finance

DISPLAY 8  Califorma State Umversity Headcount Enrollment, 1990-1992, and Projected
Enrollment, 1993-2010
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DISPLAY 9

1992 Baseline Senes?

graphically Display 9 below shows physical and planned enroliment capacity fig-
ures for the system for various years Planned enrollment capacities can change
penodically at the discretion of the Trustees, but they must be assumed to be static
for the purposes of the long-range projection Physical capacity figures are drawn
from the Trustees’ 1994-95 capital outlay program request (The Califormia State
University, 1993b) These capacity figures have been updated recently and are
considered to be more accurate than previous totals Accordingly, earlier capacity
totals are not included 1n the display

Display 10 on the opposite page 1s a graphic presentation of the Demographic

Califorma State Umversity Headcount and Full-Time-Equivalent Student Enrollment,
1990-1992, and Projected Enrollment, 1993-2010, with Projected 20-Campus Physical
and Planned Enrollment Capacities, 1994 10 1999'

Full-Time-

1993 Baseline Sen

Head-

Equivalent Count

275,510
268,364
260,503

259,800

Head-
Count
Year  Enrollment Students
Histoncal
1990 369,053
1991 361,904
1992 354000
Projected
1993 346,400
1994 344,500

1995 352,900
1996 367,700
1997 383,700
1998 400,700
1999 417,000
2000 432,400
2001 448,900
2002 465 000
2003 480,200
2004 493,900
2005 507,900
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

258,375
264,675
275,775
287,775
300,525
312,750
324,300
336,675
348,750
360,150
370,425
380,925

Enrollment

369,053
361,904
347,693

326,700
309,000
298,000
295 500
302,100
313,800
328,600
346,300
366,000
386,500
408,500
426,400
442,000
457,900
473,700
492,600
513,400

532,500

Full-Tume-
Equivalent
Studemts

275,510
268,364
260,503

245,025
231 750
223,500
221 625
226,575
235,350
246,450
259,725
274,500
290,175
306,375
315,800
331,500
343,425
355,275
369,450
385,050

399,375

1993 Low Range

Head-
Count

Full-Time
Equivalent

Enrollment Students

369,053
361,904
347,693

308,300
289 500
281 700
278,300
277,900
279,800
283,000
288,000
294,100
300,300
306,700
312,600
318,700
326,400
336,100
348,800
362,400

375,200

275,510
268,364
260,503

231675
217,425
211275
208,725
208,425
209,850
212,250
216,000
220,575
225225
230,025
234,450
239,025
244,800
252,075
261,600
271,800

281,400

1993 High Range

Head-
Count
Enrollment

369 053
361,504
347,693

380,400
393 500
414 200
435 700
447 100
455,100
462,400
471,400
482,000
492,700
503,400
513,500
523,600
536,300
551,600
572,000
595,200
618 400

Full-Time
Equivalent
Student

275,510
268.364
260 503

285 300
295 125
310 650
326775
335325
341,325
346,800
353,550
361,500
369,525
377,550
385,125
392,700
402,225
413,700
429,000
446,400
463,800

Capacity  (Full-Time-Eauivalent Students)

Physical
Capacity

257 792
258 926
262,940
267,535
267,094
274,603

Physical
Capaaity
Exceeds
the 1993
Baseline
Senes by

11 2%
15 8%
18 6%
18 0%
13 4%
11 4%
57%

0 0%
-5 3%
-10 3%
-14 1%
-17 1%
-20 0%
-22 7%
-25 6%
-28 6%

-31 2%

1 Based on ten-year histoncal trend where full-time-equivalent student enrollment cquals 75 percent of headcount enrollmem

2 The 1992 enrcliment numbers were estimates at thal time

Planned
Enrollment
Capactty’

Enroliment
Capacity
Exceeds
the 1993
Baseline
Series by

245650 02%

371,087

-7 0%

3 Prelmunary figures Year-1o-year figures have not been defined, and some campus prajections are subject 1o further consideration by the State University

Sources Demographic Research Unit, State Department of Finance, and Office of the Chancellor the Califorina State University
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DISPLAY 10 Comparison of qlfahfomm State University Campus Capacities with Full-Time-
Equivalent Student Enrollment, 1990-1992, and Projected Enroliment, 1993-2010
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Research Unit’s 1993 basehne enrollment projection, adjusted to reflect full-time-
equivalent students, compared to the State University’s currently projected full-
time-equivalent student capacity and its ultimate planned enrollment capacity pro-
Jected outward to 2010 From this display, 1t 1s apparent that the State University
will need to acquire a substantial amount of additional capacity space beyond that
envisioned 1n the existing five-year plan contamed in the 1994 capital outlay pro-
gram At the same time, however, 1t should be noted that the State University’s
current planned enrollment capacities at its existing campuses, when compared to
the Demographic Research Unit’s enrollment projections, obviate the need to con-
struct any new campuses in the short term  To put this another way, when consid-
ering only the gross planmng totals, the Demographic Research Urut estimates a
2010 headcount enrollment of 532,500, which should translate to about 460,000
full-time-equivalent students The planned enrollment capacities of the existing
20 campuses total 371,087, as shown in Displays 11 and 12 on pages 38 and 39
The ultimate enrollment ceilings -- the maximum potential capacity of the system
-- are only shghtly higher at 376,000, but could be extended to as high as 389,000
if the master plan “ceilings” or hmts at Fresno and San Bernardino are increased
(Display 13 on page 39 shows those cetlings ) Yet even then, additional space
would still be needed by 2010 -- less than 15 years from now

Enrollment projecnions for the proposed campus

The Commussion’s guidelines envision a situation where a proposed new campus
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DISPLAY 11 Fall 1993 Headcount and Full-Time-FEquivalent Student Enrollment in the Califorma
State University, Compared to Prelinunary Fstimates of Planned Enrollment Capacity

2010

Full-Time-

Headcount Equivalent
9,500 7970
16,700 14,110
22,250 13,900
30,900 25,000
31.700 22,000
24,650 22,475
8600 8.045
40,300 28,153
21,100 15,768
35,700 27,000
24 BOO 22,434
33,200 24,530
27.600 19,010
33.200 25470
28 500 20057
39,800 27 000
19200 20 000
12 600 Q100
923(} 7524
13,000 10421
482 530 370,087
1,000 1.000
483,530 371,087

in Fall 2010
1993
Full Time-

Campus Headcount Equivalent
Bakersfield 5276 4,160
Chico! 14,706 12,694
Dominguez Hills? 11,914 7408
Fresno® 17,956 14,600
Fullerton* 22,565 15,300
Hayward® 12,583 10,616
Humboldt® 7,122 6,445
Long Beach’ 27,073 18,423
Los Angeles® 17,788 13314
Northndge® 27,282 19,151
Pomona'® 17,050 13,941
Sacramento 23,316 17,309
San Bernardino! 12,121 8951
San Diego'? 28,131 20,700
San Francisco'® 25713 18,051
San Jose'* 27 057 18,476
San Luis Obispo’’ 15 449 14,332
San Marcos 2372 1,720
Sonoma 6,551 5270
Stamislaus 5,357 4384
All Campuses 327 882 245 285
International Programs 332 365
Totals 328,214 245,650

1 Chico will be at uts ceiing (14,000 full-ume-equivalent studenls) by 2010

a

3 Fresno plans to increase 1ts cerling to 25,000 full-ime-equivalent students by 2010

4

5

students
6

in 2010

Humboldt will be at its 8,000 full-time-equivalent student ceiling by 2010
7 Long Beach will be at its 25,000 full-ime-equivalent student cesing by 2010

8 Los Angeles includes summer-quarter fuli-time-equivalent students

9 Northndge will be at its 25,000 [ull-time-equivalent students celling by 2010

Dnfference

Full-Time-
Headcount Equivalent
4,224 3810
1,994 1,416
10,336 6,492
12,944 10,400
9,135 6,700
12,067 11,859
1478 1,600
13,227 9,730
3312 2454
8418 7,809
7,750 8,493
9,384 7341
15,479 10,059
5,069 4,770
2787 2,006
12,743 8,524
3751 5,668
10 228 7380
2679 2254
7143 6.037
154,648 124,802
668 635
155,316 125,437

Includes |10 such students off-site in 2010
Dominguez Hills includes 950 statewade full-ime-equivalent nursing students m 2010

Fullerton will be at its 20,000 full-bsme-gquivalent student celling by 2010  Includes off-campus enrollments
Hayward includes summer guarter full-ime-equivalent studenis and off-campus center headcount and full-ime-equivalent

Includes 45 such students 1n Summer Arls
Includes 3,153 off-campus full-ime-equivalent students

Includes off<campus enrollments The addition of the

proposed new center in Ventura accounts for virtually all of the 2,000 full-hme-cquivaient students in off-campus nstruchion

10 Pomena includes summer-quaner full-ime-equivalent students

11 San Bernardino plans to change its celing from 12 000 to 20,000 full-hme-cquivalent students
12 San Diego will be at its 25,000 full-time-equivalent studem ceihng 1n 2010
13 San Francisco will be at its 20,000 full-time-equivalent student ceilling by 2010
14 San Jose wll be at its 20,000 full-ume-equivalent student ceiling by 2010
I35  San Lws Chispo will be at its 15,000 full-ime-equivalent student cethng by 2010

students

Source The California Siate Umversity 1994b

38

Includes off-campus enrollments
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DISPLAY 12 Composition of Fall 1993 Headcount
and Full-Time-Equivalent Student FEnroliment m the
Califorma State University, Compared to Preliminary

Estimates of Planned Enrollment Capacity in Fall 2010

Tvoe of Full-Time-Eauivalent Student

Campus Acadermic Year (on-site)

Summer Term

Off-Campus Center

Off-Site
Campus Total

International Programs

Total

Total Fall Headecount Enrollment

1993
237,731
4916
2,638
N:A!
245,285
365
245,650
328214

2010
341,395
11,033
9,996
7663
370,087
1000
371,087
483 530

IDnfference

103,664
6,117
7 358
Nia!
124 802
635
125 437

155316

I Ofsite instruction occurs now bul 15 not separable from on-site i the database

Source The Califorma State University, 1994b

DISPLAY 13 Planned Full-Time Equivalent

Enrollment Cerlings of the California State
University Campuses in 2010-11

Campus

Bakersfield
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Frespo!
Fullerton
Hayward
Humboldt

Long Beach

Los Angeles
Northndge
Pomona
Sacramento

San Bemardino?
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obispo
San Marcos
Sonoma
Stamislaus

All Campuses (current)

All Campuses (proposed)

1 Ceiling planned to increase to 25,000 full-ime-2quivalent students

2 Cerling planned to increasa to 20,000 full-time-equavalent students

Source The Califorma State University 1994b

Statusin 2010-11  Current Cerling

Growing 12,000
At celling 14,000
Growing 20,000
At ceiling 20,000
At ceiling 20,000
Growing 18 000
At celling 8 000
At celhng 25,000
Growing 25,000
At ceiling 25,000
Growing v 20,000
At cethng 25 Q00
Growing 12,000
At celling 25,000
At celling 20,000
At cellng 25,000
At celhng 15,000
Growing 25,000
Growing 10,000
Growing 12,000

376,000

389,000

or center will draw heavily from the re-
gion it 15 to serve  Consequently, once a
statewide need for additional mnstruction-
al capacity has been established, attention
would normally turn to the local area to
see 1f sufficient population exists to sup-
port the new nstitution In the case of
the proposed Califorma State University,
Monterey Bay, however, many of the or-
dinary assumptions about campus expan-
sion do not apply, since 1t 1s the State Uni-
versity’s eventual intention to draw most
of 1ts enrollment from outside the area --
a circumstance unique in the system’s his-
tory Accordingly, the ability of the local
area to generate enrollment, while impor-
tant, cannot form the pnmary long-term
justification for the establishment of the

institution At the same time, given the State Uni-
versity’s plan to establish a largely residential cam-
pus, 1t 1s critical that the State University demon-
strate convincingly that it will be able to draw the
non-local students 1t intends to enroll

In 1ts needs analysis, the State Unmiversity based
most ofits projection for the new campus on local
population and lgh school enrollment data, since
it 18 expected that most students who will form the
campus’s mmtial enrolliment nucleus will be from
the local area -- Monterey, San Bensto, and Santa
Cruz Counties According to the Demographic
Research Unit, the population of those counties 1s
as shown n Displays 14 and 15 on page 40 In
looking at Display 14 in particular, the effects of
closing Fort Ord can be seen clearly in the popula-
tion losses of the 15-24 and 25-34-year-old age
groups

Overall, the Tn-County region -- and Monterey
County, 1n particular -- 1s not expected to lose any
net population in any year between 1990 and 1995,
but 1n the cntical college-going age groups that
form the pnimary pool of students for both the po-
tential new campus and the existing community
colleges, the losses total 20,634 people between
1990 and 1995
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DISPLAY 14 Population Projections for the Tri-County Region, 1990 to 2010

Year
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

Monterey
358,800

365,609
373,506
377,235
375,680
382,986
389,413
395,736
401,928
408,065
414,014
420,843
427,748
434,427
441,216
448,108
455,156
462,392
469,825
477,451
485,297

Source Demographic Research Unut, State Departtert of Finance

DISPLAY 15 Tri-County Population Projection by Age Group, 1990 to 2010

| Populaton

Source Dhsplay 14

40

400,000% ;
| 300,000 '

900,000 - l

800,000 - I YR
’ VOB

700,000-" pd ‘

600,000 - Co | All Other I

500,000 - j '

T
200,000 - ¢ : _
15-24
OO e -t ) o o e 4 <

2008 -

County Population Tn-County Totals by Age Group
San Bemuto Santa Cruz 15-24 25-34 35.59 All Other
37,000 230,800 104,012 117,344 177,121 228,123
37,456 233,232 101,637 116,202 183,867 234,591
39,290 236,194 100,929 116,214 191,260 240,587
40,522 237257 98,134 113,474 197,513 245,893
41,739 238,329 92,852 108,807 203,495 250,594
42944 239,656 93,044 107,678 210,128 254,736
44,348 244,738 93,896 106,757 218,338 259,508
45,883 249,713 95,653 105,745 225,498 264,436
47,420 254,601 98277 104,281 232,690 268,701
49012 259,447 101,565 102,332 239474 273,153
50,658 263,974 105,080 100,472 245,844 277,250
52,192 266,792 108,656 99,138 250,778 281,255
53,772 269,838 I11,876 98,793 255,755 284,984
55,341 272,618 115,016 98,406 259,466 289,498
56,939 275,351 118,196 98,094 263,301 293,915
58,557 278,058 121,551 98,273 267,003 297,896
60,111 280,741 125,706 98,965 270,350 300,987
61,679 283,452 129,741 100,541 270,861 306,380
63,244 286,159 133,075 103,000 270,805 312,348
64,852 288,945 135,952 106,115 270,223 318,958
66,454 291,762 138,135 109,521 269,234 326,623

2010-

Total
626,600
636,297
648,990
655,014
655,748
665,586
678,499
691,332
703,949
716,524
728,646
739,827
751,408
762,386
773,506
184,723
796,008
807,523
819,228
831,248
843,513



In denving 1ts enrcllment projection for the proposed campus, the State Universi-
ty applied the following factors

1 The number of ugh school graduates in the Tn-County region multiplied by the
historical percentage of those graduates who attend State University campuses
statewide, a percentage known as the “participation rate ” In cases where the
rate for a particular county was below the statewide average, that rate was
gradually increased to the statewide average over a ten-year penod to reflect
the probability that proximity to the new campus would enhance participation
rates over the years -- a probability based upon previous history when a new
campus 1s introduced into an area

2 New undergraduate transfers were generated by assuming that about a fourth
(26 5 percent) of all community college transfers from the Tn-County region
would enroll at the new campus n the first year, a percentage that would in-
crease to 65 percent by 2010

3 Graduate and postbaccalaureate enrollment was denved by taking existing par-
ticipation rates from the Tri-County area, and gradually increasing the percent-
age of those students who would attend the new campus This assumes that
only 17 3 percent of Tri-County students engaged in graduate education any-
where in the State Umversity system would be at Monterey Bay n the first
year By 2010, when the number of graduate programs available would be
considerably greater than in 1995, that percentage would increase to 41 1 per-
cent

4 Continuing students were calculated by using what 1s generally referred to as a
“student flow” methodology, which assumes that only three things can happen
to enrolled students, they can withdraw, continue, or graduate The persis-
tence rates are based on histoncal patterns within the CSU system

Displays 16 and 17 on pages 42 and 43 show how the State University armved at
its enrollment projection for the proposed campus The composite totals are shown
in Displays 18 and 19 on page 44

From this estimating process, the State Umiversity anticipates an opening enroll-
ment of 875 students Of these, and as Display 18 indicates, 174 would be local
first-ime freshmen In the second year, the State Umiversity estimates that 185
new freshman students would enroll and that 144 of the prior year’s freshman
class would continue In later years, total headcount students are projected to
reach 3,333 mn Fall 2000, 6,690 1n Fall 2005, and 13,004 1n Fall 2010 As indicat-
ed in Display 19, total full-time-equivalent enrollment would reach 2,595 m 2000-
01, 5,231 1n 2005-06, and 10,192 1n 2010-11 Increasingly, these students would
come from outside of the Tn-County region Imtially, only 20 0 percent would be
non-local, but this would increase to 34 9 percent in 2000-01, 51 O percent 1n
2005-06, and 65 0 percent in 2010-11

In 1ts imtial year of instruction -- 1995-96 -- the proposed campus anticipates
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DISPLAY 16 Calculation of Headcount First-Time Freshmen

Jrom the Tri-County Region Expected 10 Enroll at Califorma
State University, Monterey Bay, 1990-91 to 2010-11

Year

1990-91
Projected
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2060001
200102
2002-03
200304
200405
200506
200607
200708
2008-09
2009-i0
2010-t1

Source

42

Total

Number
of Tn-County
High
School
Gradusates

4,630

5,040
5,102
5427
5,602
5,695
5,959
6,243
6,201
6,279
6,558
6,905
7,349
7.781
7,688
757
7441

Net

Partici-

pation
Rate

10 8%

10 6%
10 8%
10 9%
11 1%
11 3%
11 5%
11 6%
11 7%
120%
12 1%
122%
12 2%
12 3%
12 3%
12 3%

12 3%

Projecied Percent Number
Total Number of First-Time of Faust-Time

of State Umiversity Freshmen Freshmen

First-Time Attending Attending

Freshmen from Lhe Monterey  the Monterey

the Region Bay Campus Bay Campus
502 0 0% 0
539 34 3% 185
554 35 5% 197
594 370% 220
627 390% 245
649 40 5% 263
686 4] 9% 288
728 43 4% 316
731 45 0% 329
755 46 6% 352
797 48 0% 383
848 49 5% 420
902 51 2% 462
958 52 8% 506
945 54 2% 513
930 559% 520
a15 57 7% 528

The Califorma State University, 1994b

enrolling 633 full-time-equivalent
students, of which about 176 are
projected to be lower-division
{with 141 of the 176 projected to
be from the Tn-County region),
321 upper-division, and 136 grad-
uate and postbaccalaureate That
would provide percentage ratios
of 28/51/21 percent respectively,
compared to statewide ratios of
23/58/19 percent as of Fall 1993

There will accordingly be higher
percentages of lower-division and
graduate students -- and fewer
upper-division students -- than
the current statewide average At
the undergraduate level, the Mas-
ter Plan calls for a ratio of 60 per-
cent upper-division students to 40
percent lower-division The pro-
posed ratio for Monterey Bay 1s
64 percent upper-division to 36
percent lower-division, which,
while better than the Master Plan
recommendation, 1s still ncher at
the lower-division level than the
current statewide distnbution for
the State University as a whole
(72 percent upper-division to 28
percent lower-division)

These numbers conform to the Commussion’s definition of a “umiversity campus,”
whuch states {(1992b, p 3)

Urniversity Campus (Umversity of Califormia and The Califorma State Universi-
ty) A separately accredited, degree-granting institution offening programs at the
lower division, upper division, and graduate levels, usually at a single campus
location owned by the Regents or the Trustees, uruversity campuses enroll a min-
imum of 1,000 full-time-equivalent students A umversity campus will have its
own admunsstration and be headed by a president or chancellor

Given that defimition, and assuming the accuracy of the enrollment projections, the
proposed new campus could meet the “university campus” definition in 1ts second
year of operation Considenng students only from the Tn-County region, 1t could
meet that definition in 1its seventh year of operation

The Commussion’s guidelines require that all enroliment projections for new msti-



DISPLAY 17 Headcount Undergraduate Community College Transfer Students and Graduate
and Postbaccalaureate Students from the Tri-County Region Expected to Enroll
at Califorma State University, Monterey Bay, 1995-96 to 2010-11

Year
1990-91
Projected
199596
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2000-01
2001-02
2002-03
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11

Tolal Number of
Community College
Transfers to All
State Umiversity
Campuscs from the
Tr-County Region

1,315

1,096
1,063
1,065
1,071
1,091
1117
1,144
1,160
1,185
1209
1,231
1253
1283
1,305
1,330
1,361

Percentage of All Tn- Projected Number

Percentage of Projected ‘ Total New Graduate  County New Graduate of New Graduate
All Tn-County Number of Tn- . und Post Baccalaurcate and Post-Baccalaureate and Post-Baccalaureais

Community County Community | Students o All Students from the Students from the
College Transfers ~ College Transfers | State University Tr-County Region Tn-County Region
Expected to Atlend  Expected to Antend Campuses from the Expected 10 Aftend Expected 10 Aitend
the New Campus the New Campus Tn-County Region the New Campus the New Campus

00% Q 351 0 0% 0

26 4% 290 312 17 3% 54

29 0% 309 3 18 9% 59

31 6% LY 33 20 4% 64

34 1% 366 3z 22 1% 69

36 7% 401 316 23 7% 15

39 3% 439 316 253% 80

41 8% 479 314 26 7% 84

44 4% 516 314 283% 89

47 0% 557 315 30 1% 95

49 6% 600 317 31 5% 100

52 1% 642 320 B 1% 106

54 7% 686 322 34 7% 112

57 2% 735 326 36 1% 118

59 8% 781 . 329 37 6% 124

62 4% 830 333 39 3% 131

65 0% 885 ! 338 41 1% 139

Source The Califorma State Unuversity, 1994b

tutions be approved by the Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Fi-
nance The State University formally requested such an approval from the Umt
on March 9, and the approval was received on March 22 (Appendix G) It con-
forms almost exactly to the State Umversity’s projection, and calls for an open-
ing full-time-equivalent-student enrollment of 633 1n 1995, 2,598 in 2000, 5,231
in 2005, and 10,192 1n 2010 The Demographic Research Umt agreed with the
projection for local area students but suggested a method for estimating out-of-
area students that relied more heavily on ituitive judgment and less on the strct
application of participation rates It offered this suggestion, at least in part, be-
cause of the unique character of the Monterey Bay proposal Within the State
Umversity, there is no precedent for a campus with 65 or more percent of its stu-
dents coming from outside of its immediate region Accordingly, the application
of traditional estimating measures may not be relevant, with the result that pro-
Jections for out-of-area students probably should be derived imtially by judgment,
and ultimatety by experience and policy decisions
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DISPLAY 18 Projected Fall-Term Headcoum and Full-Time-Equivalent-Student Enroliment at
Califorma State University, Monterey Bay, 1995 to 2010

| Graduate/Post-Bacialaureate Cut-
Undereraduates {Hoadeount) Studems (Headoount) of-Area Total
Fall New Commumg New Commumty Continuing New Continuing Students Head-  Full-Time
Term Freshmen Studenmts  College Transfers  Transfers Students  Students Headcoum') count Equivalent
1595 174 0 183 133! 54 1562 175 875 633
1996 185 144 195 311 59 141 309 1,344 1,013
1997 207 279 212 461 64 134 477 1,834 1,407
1998 230 419 231 570 69 138 677 2,334 1,804
1999 247 558 253 652 75 145 908 2,838 2,204
2000 271 660 277 726 80 153 1,166 3,333 2,595
2001 297 45 302 803 84 164 1,468 3,863 3,011
2002 309 328 325 880 g9 173 1,810 4414 3,444
2003 331 899 351 958 95 182 2303 5,119 3,598
2004 360 969 378 1,038 100 162 2803 5,840 4,565
2005 395 1,046 404 1122 106 205 3412 6,650 5231
2006 434 1,132 432 1.206 112 218 4149 7.683 6,011
2007 476 1,230 463 1293 118 230 5,050 8,860 6,937
2008 482 1,345 492 1386 124 24| & 105 10,175 7973
2009 489 1,441 323 1,480 131 252 7.349 11,665 9,143
2010 496 1,518 558 1,575 139 266 8452 13,004 10,192

Note The projections for firsi-ume freshmen and graduate/posi-baccalaureate students tn this display do not maich those m Displays 16 and 17 because the
former show college-year averages while this display 1s for fall term only

1 Out-of-area students are projected a1 20 percent of Monterey Bay s total envollment intially expanding 1o 65 percent in 2010
2 Studemis who move to the Monterey Bay campus from the Monterev County Center of San Jose State Umversity in Salinas
Source The California State University, 1994b

DISPLAY 19  Projected Total Full-Time-Equivalent-
Student Enrollment at California StateUniversity, Consideration of alternatives
Monterey Bay, from the Tri-County Area and from

Outside the Area, 1995-96 10 2010-11 Criterion 2 1 Proposals for new

institutions should address at least the

Cﬁg‘ T“g:‘“’ TegEthe el | Feroeniage fom Jollowing alternatives (1) the possibility
1995.96 506 127 633 20 0% of establishing an educational center
1596-97 TR0 233 1013 23 0%, .rnslead ofa umvers:ty campus or

199798 1,041 366 1,407 26 0% commumty college, (2) the expansion of
1998-99 1281 523 1,804 28 9% existing institutions, (3) the increased
-1;3333? :’2:3 ;g: ; ":g‘; :; 3:: utrlization of existing institutions,

2001-02 1867 144 3:(” | 3790, particularly in the afternoons and

2002-03 2032 1412 3444 40 9%, evenings, and during the summer months,
200304 2,199 1,799 3,998 44 9% {(4) the shared use of existing or new
2004-05 2,374 2,191 4,565 47 9% Jaciliies and programs with other

fggzﬁg 2_5;2; g'gjg 2’3-:': ;: g:? postsecondary education mstitutions, in
200708 2983 3954 6937 56 9% the same or other public systems or
200809 3,189 4784 1973 60 0% independent mstitutions; (3) the use of
2009-10 3,383 5,760 9,143 62 9% nontraditional modes of instructional
2010-11 3,567 6,625 10,192 65 0% delivery, such as “colleges without walls”
Source The Cahfornia State University, 1994b and distance learning through interactive

television and computerized instruction;



and (6) private fund raising or donations of land or facilities for the proposed
new institution

Criterion 6 1 A cost-benefit analysts of alternatives, including a consideration
of alternative sites for the new institution, must be articulated and documented.
This criterion may be satisfied by the Environmental Impact Report, provided 1t
contains a comprehensive analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of
alternative sites

In 1ts needs analysis, the State University discussed a number of possible alterna-
tives to establishing its twenty-first campus in Monterey Bay These followed the
general pattern of the Commusston’s guidelines and included such possibilities as
the creation or expansion of educational centers, the expansion of other State Umi-
versity campuses, the increasing utihzation of existing institutions, increased sched-
uling dunng the summer months, sharing facihties with other institutions, and the
use of nontraditional modes of instruction In a separate section of the needs anal-
ys1s report, the 1ssue of alternative sites was also discussed

Expansion of educational centers

With regard to the possible expansion of educational centers, the Commussion has
a special interest in the Monterey County Center (MCC) of San Jose State Univer-
sity, which has operated in Salinas 1n leased facilities since 1989 following formal
approval of the center by the Commssion in 1988 Pnor to that time, courses had
been offered at vanious locations since the 1950s, including at North County High
School 1in Monterey and the four neighboring community colleges (Cabrillo in Aptos,
Gavilan in Gilroy, Hartnell in Salinas, and Monterey Peninsula in Monterey) since
1975 Televised offerings were added to the area through Instructional Television
Fixed Service (ITFS) in 1983, when the first courses were televised from San Jose
State Umiversity to Hartnell College -- a service extension that generated an addi-
tional 50 full-time-equivalent students in the area In 1985, the State Umiversity
decided to consohdate its outreach operations mto a single location, and after sev-
eral years of planming submitted a formal request to the Commussion to approve
the new center, an action the Commussion took in October 1988 Today, the
Monterey County Center enrolls about 550 headcount students (200 full-time-equiv-
alent)

Rather than expanding the center, 1t 1s the State Umiversity’s intention to close it
and merge 1ts operations with those of the new campus, and for planning purpos-
es, the State University assumes that 289 of its 550 current students will transfer
to that campus The State University has made no specific statement about how
the educational needs of the remaning students may be met other than its commut-
ment “to careful and creative planming to ensure that the educational needs of the
Salinas community will continue to be met fully” (1994b, p 1-22) A possibility
exists that the existing programs n social work and business, which are not pro-
posed to be transferred to Monterey Bay, could be offered via television from San
Jose State At present, however, this is not a confirmed decision
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The State University believes that an expansion of the Monterey County Center,
as an alternative to creating a full-service campus in Monterey, 15 not viable on
four grounds (p 2-1)

+ Population growth in the Tri-County region 1s sufficient to estabhsh a full-ser-
vice campus,

* Current offerings at the center are insufficiently broad to provide full opportu-
nities to Tri-County residents,

+ Fort Ord offers residential opportunities not found 1n Salinas that can be used
for a broad, statewide appeal, and

¢ The limited curnculum at Salinas would not appeal to students from outside of
the area

While some of this reasoning ts inconsistent -- for example, if the justification for
the new campus is that the center cannot be expanded to meet the needs of Tn-
County area residents, then the center’s inabihity to serve students from outside
the area 1s irrelevant -- 1t remains true that the center can not be considered a
substitute for the vision represented by California State University, Monterey Bay
Not only are there huge differences in enrollment levels and eventual programmat-
ic offenings between the two operations, there are other differences (e g residen-
tial character, technological innovation, management orgamzation, the mix of per-
manent versus temporary faculty, regulatory flexibility, lower-division enrollments,
and intersegmental relationships, among others) that differentiate them so funda-
mentally that there 1s little usefulness tn considering them comparable possibilities
When all possible considerations are evaluated, creating a new campus at Fort
Ord and making a decision about the future of the existing center are, and should
remain, separate and distinct 1ssues one cannot substitute for the other

Fxpansion of other State Unmiversity campuses

An alternative that must be considered, however, 1s the expansion of existing cam-
puses -- an alternative that 1s separable into two subsidiary 1ssues The first con-
cerns systemwide capacity -- an i1ssue raised by the Legislative Analyst in both the
1990-91 and 1994-95 Analysis of the Budget Bill reports to the Legislature -- and
one that has been discussed on the previous pages The second concerns the ca-
pacity of campuses 1n the general vicimty of Monterey Bay In addressing this
latter 1ssue, the State University notes that the three nearest campuses are San
Jose State Untversity (50 miles to the north), Califorma Polytechnic State Univer-
sity, San Luis Obispo (120 miles to the south), and Fresno State Umversity (120
miles to the east) These campuses are near their planned enrollment capacities,
but nearer still to their current physical capacities -- as Display 20 on the opposite
page shows

In 1995, when the new campus 1s proposed to open, these three existing campuses
will have an excess full-time-equivalent student capacity of 2,596 -- more than a
sufficient number to accommodate the expected opening enrollment at Monterey



DISPLAY 20

Physical and Planned Full-Time-Equivalent-Student Enroliment Capacities
of Califorma Polytechmc State University, San Luis Obispo, Fresno State Umiversity,
and San Jose State University, with Projected Enrollments, 1994-95 1o 1999-2000

Cal Polv. San Luis Otwsno Fresno State University San Jose State University

Physical Excess Physical Excess Phvsical Excess
Year Capaoity Enrollment  Capaaity Capacity Enrollment  Capacity Capacity Enrollment Capacity
1994-95 13,168 12.635 533 14 721 14,043 678 19916 17,690 2,226
1995-96 13,818 12,727 1,091 4,721 4,880 -159 19916 18,252 1,664
1996-97 13,818 12,867 951 16,934 15,717 1,217 18,518 18,720 202
1997-98 13,818 13,006 812 15,861 16,554 £93 20,895 19,188 1,707
1998-99 13,318 13,145 673 15,861 17,391 -1,530 20,895 19,843 1,052
199900 13,818 13,285 533 16,240 18,228 -1,988 20,895 20,311 584

Source The California State Unuversity, 1993h

Bay of 633 This situation changes rapidly, however, in the succeeding years --
especially at Fresno State, where deficits are projected throughout the latter part
of the decade By 1999, the surplus capacities at San Luis Obispo and San Jose
State are expected to have dechned substantially, while the deficit at Fresno 1s
scheduled to increase The net will be a three-institution space deficit of 871 full-
time-equivalent students at a ime when the Monterey Bay campus 1s projected to
be providing spaces for 1,499 local students and 705 students from outside of the
region (2,204 full-time-equivalent total)

Many events could alter this scenario, of course, such as a continuing shortage of
funding for the system that would automatically reduce enrcllments, or the defeat
of a bond 1ssue that would make campus expansion difficult or impossible Froma
planning standpoint, however, and with the best information available at the present
time, the alternative of using netghboring institutions to meet the enrollment needs
projected for Monterey Bay does not appear to be wviable, even with an expansion
of the Monterey County Center in Salinas

Increased utilization of existing imstitutions

Another alternative involves increasing the utilization of existing institutions, thereby
increasing their capacity and their ability to enroll additional students To this
possibility, the State University notes that it 1s already using the most stringent
space standards for classrooms and laboratones in the nation -- a point confirmed
by the Commussion’s 1990 report on the subject (1990a) Facilities utilization 1s
among the most complex and nusunderstood of all subject areas within higher
education and cannot be discussed in any detail here What can be sard briefly is
that the problems of scheduling, student choice, and prudent allocation of resourc-
es suggest that the best course of action overall is to reconfigure the existing utili-
zation standards along the lines recommended earlier by the Commussion Such an
endeavor would create greater efficiencies in the use of resources and hence pro-
vide for educational improvements on the margin
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The other option of a wholesale increase in utihization standards 1s not only impos-
sible, grven the stringency of the existing standards, but would be highly counter-
productive, since 1t would adversely affect student-faculty ratios and thereby cre-
ate intolerable strains on the support budget

Increased scheduling during the summer

In a recent report (1993), the State University addressed comprehensively the pos-
sibility of increased utilization during the summer months an alternative generally
known as “year-round operation” and one that has been considered by numerous
groups over the years In its report, the State Unuversity argued persuasively that
while some capital outlay savings can be realized, those savings are lost through
additional support budget expenditures for faculty and staff The primary reason
1s that it 1s extremely difficult to attract a sufficient number of students during the
summer to create economues of scale comparable to the other terms of the year
Many factors account for this problem, including the facts that many students use
the summer to earn money to attend duning the rest of the year and that campuses
often use the summer for alternative instructional forms such as summer sesstons,
where students can gain credit for a single course 1n a relatively short time (In the
case of the proposed Monterey Bay campus, the State University plans to use the
summers for intensive onentation programming for new students, for special sem-
inars, and other activities that cannot be offered during the regular terms ) Finally,
where current summer sessions are generally self-supporting through student fees,
year-round operation envisions normal calendars and normal State support ar-
rangements, thereby substituting State funding for fee funding and increasing State
costs

Facilimes sharing

Facilittes sharing 1s another alternative that often works well on a small scale but
will not work as a substitute for a comprehensive campus such as that proposed at
Monterey Bay In a number of cases, the State University uses community college
space to offer upper-division courses (such as CSU Stanuslaus and San Joaquin
Delta College, CSU Fullerton and Saddleback College, and CSU San Bernardino
and College of the Desert), and such arrangements have been successful over the
years It has never been suggested, however, that such arrangements could be a
replacement for a large campus, should such a campus be proven necessary

Facilities sharing 1s strongly encouraged by the Commussion, as noted under Crite-
rion 10 below, and the State University has signed a number of memoranda of
understanding with other institutions 1n the Monterey Bay area, with more in the
process of development, that relate to this1ssue  As will be elaborated later, some
of these include the local community colleges, the Defense Language Institute, the
Monterey Institute for International Studies, and the University of California, Santa
Cruz



Nontraditional modes of mstruction

Concerning nontraditional modes of instruction, such modes are intended to be a
central feature of the Monterey Bay campus In the past, the term rontraditional
has meant many different things to different people To some, 1t means “open
entry/open exit” formats, while to others it may mean instructional television, com-
putenized programmed learning, or even expenential learmng The State Univer-
sity’s needs analysis notes that many of 1ts campuses are already actively engaged
in distance learning, and that many courses and programs n business and nursing
are reaching even national audiences It also mentions Project DELTA (Direct
Electromc Learning Teaching Alternative), which is the State University's project
to integrate emerging information technologies into the pedagogical processes of
its nstitutions  Those technologies include personal computers, television, video
cameras and recorders, multi-media packages, video disks and CD-ROM (compact
disk-read only memory), E-mail, cellular communications, satellite transmissions,
and sophisticated software packages

In 1ts earher report on Fort Ord, the Commussion quoted Chancellor Munitz’s wvi-
sion for the uses of technology at the proposed new campus Such a vision was
cogent at the time 1t was stated last year, and 1t remains so now It is worth repeat-

ing (Munutz, p 2)

The traditional delivery system of higher education has emphasized face-to-face
mteraction between the instructor and students in a campus classroom environ-
ment This approach 1s both labor and capital intensive, and often inconvement to
students and faculty alike The emerging delivery systems of the information age
will rely heavily on “vartual™ environments, 1 e , access to wnstruction and informa-
tion resources anytime, anywhere through electronic interaction  Knowledge cre-
ated by the faculty will be stored, transmitted, and accessed tin digital formats
using computer networks, cable, satellites, compact disks, videodisks, and a host
of multimedia tools which combine data, voice, and video information According
10 some experts, fully 98 percent of all information will be available in digital
formats by the end of this decade, creating a tnllion-dollar industry organized
around digital-based media, publishing, computers, consumer electronics, and tele-
communications By companson, the current estimated value of the personal com-
puter industry 15 about 60 bilhion dollars

Few of higher education’s prospects are more exciting and mtnguing than the 1m-
pact of technology, but as the State University correctly notes in its needs analysis
(1994b, pp 2-4, 2-5)

There 1s also good reason to believe that the changes will be evolutionary, not
revolutionary The campus of the year 2050 will have evolved some fundamental-
ly different features that will distinguish 1t from the campus of today especially
the way nstruction is delivered to students and the way the library function (ac-
cess to information, literature, and art) 1s accomplished This future campus will
still be recogmzable as a campus, however, some courses will still be taught 1n
classrooms and the ltbrary will sull have some bound volumes, it will share many
charactenstics of today’s campuses including a unique mstitutional 1dentity and
physical location, a faculty, a student body, and an adnumstration  Technology
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will cause major changes i the way a campus provides mstruction and n the mix
of faciliies needed, but it will not ehmunate the need for the campus either as an
institution or as a physical entity

The Commussion beheves there is considerable truth 1n this statement -- a truth
that will not change with the increasing intruston of the information age on every-
day hfe (More about the subject of technology generally, and its uses at Monterey
Bay, 1s contained 1n the Commission’s comments on academic planning below )

Private fund raising or land donations

The final alternative suggested for discussion by the Commussion’s guidelines con-
cerns private fund raising and donations of land  Such a prospect, of course, is
among the major attractions of the Ford Ord proposal Provided the land 1s in fact
conveyed under circumstances acceptable to the State University -- as discussed
below -- and provided as well that the federal government provides the funding to
render the military facilities suitable for educational use, Califorma will have re-
cetved a major benefit at a ime when funding for higher education generally 1s
restricted in the extreme, when capital outlay funding n parttcular 1s most uncer-
tain, and when the need for new facilities over the next 20 years or so 1s manifest

In looking at the federal government’s offer, 1t may be helpful to try to estimate
the value of the conveyance itself, at least in a general sense Display 21 shows
the array of space to be contnbuted, with cost estimates that total $1 1 billion
This estimate 1s not intended to be definitive 1n any way, but only suggestive of the
value involved No formal appraisal of the land and buildings has yet been made,
but the estimate of about $1 billion has been used in many quarters, and Display 21
may accordingly give some defimtion to that estimate Even if the valuation of-
fered here 1s high or low by several hundred-million dollars, the fact that 1,300
acres of pnme land, 1,253 housing umits, and 106 usable buildings (84 others are
scheduled for demohtion) are involved suggests a gift to the State of unprecedent-
ed proportions

Alternative sites

Cntenion 6 1 of the Commussion’s guidelines requires a discussion of alternative
sites When 1t was wnitten, that cniterion envisioned the creation of a new institu-
tion, or perhaps the conversion of an educational center to a full-service campus
The prospect of recerving what amounts to an entire campus -- already built, al-
though 1n need of extensive renovation -- was never anticipated, and in this case,
i1s irrelevant if only the Tri-County region 1s considered The question of alterna-
tive sites could become relevant on a statewide basis if there was a location where
a comparable gift was offered and where it could be demonstrated that the need
was greater, but no such site exists  Such a question could be relevant as well 1f it
could be demonstrated that the State would have to make such a large investment
of resources to render the “gift” usable that the question of using those resources
elsewhere might arise That 1ssue 1s germane at the present time, since the federal
government has not commutted itself to the expenditure of sufficient funds to com-



DISPLAY 21 Estimated Value of the Conveyance of Land and Facilities from the Department
of Defense to the Califorma State University

Type of Space Number Nummber Estimeted Cost Total Estimated
of Buildings of Square Feet per Square Foot YValue

Housmng Units

Three-Bedroom Units 159 302 100 $100 $30.210,000

Two-Bedroom Units 1 094 1,641 0G0 $100 £164,100,000
Dormitories

Three-Stary Cement Structures 24 517 000 £200 £103,400,000
Academic Space

Lecture/Laboratory Rooms 37 1 155000 £250 $£28%,750,000

Academic Department Admimistrauon 7 28 000 $250 £7,000,000

Seience Laboratones 2 50,000 $300 $15,000,000

Adminstration, Public Safety, Student Services, eic 3 160,000 $250 £40,000,000
Support Facihities

Student Union, Theater, Storage, Corporation Yard 32 647,000 $£200 $129,400,000

Medical Clinic I 50,000 £300 £15,000,000

Stadium 1 8000 Seats $50/seal $400,000
Subtotal $793,260,000
Land 1,300 Acres £250,000/Acre  $325,000,000
Total N/A 4,550,100 $1,118,260,000

Sources MNumber of buildings and square footages, the Califormia State Unuversity; estimales of cost per square foot Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commuission

plete the renovation and retrofitting of the buildings within the State University land
grant Some $15 million were appropriated in the 1994 federal budget and were
released to the State University by the Department of Defense on March 17, the
State University assumes that other appropriations will be forthcoming  Should those
appropnations not matenalize, this alternative should then be revisited and consid-
ered more seriously

It has also been suggested by some that any new campuses should be built only near
major population centers in order to reduce the costs of attendance for students
This contention 1s premised on the belief that 1t would be easier for students to live at
home -- especially low-income students who may not be able to afford a residential
education

Building only 1n urban areas would not serve the best interests of Califorrua’s resi-
dents for a number of reasons

1 Land in urban areas is the most expensive of any land in Califorma, and given the
shortages of capital outlay funding, might well prevent the construction of any
new campuses for the foreseeable future

2 A policy of building only in urban areas might foreclose the possibility of receiv-
ing valuable gifts of land for new institutions Recently, the community colleges
have been successful in obtaining free land, all of which has been located in either
suburban or rural areas Such a policy might also preciude the University of
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students

Cahfornia from receiving a substannal gift of land for its proposed tenth cam-
pus, since all three of the sites presently under consideration are in rural areas in
the San Joaquin Valley

3 Urban campuses are often not an advantageous enrollment alternative for some
students, especially those from backgrounds hstorically underrepresented in
higher education The negative environmental circumstances that exist within
many urban centers do not constitute a healthy educational atmosphere, and
often act as barmers to achievement for their residents Further, ltving at home,
with 1ts numerous distractions, may also serve to hinder educational achieve-
ment For many, getting out of the city remains the best hope

4 Building campuses only in urban areas disadvantages students from rural com-
munities who wish to attend college near home -- and rural students’ college
participation rates are already among the lowest in the State

5 In the coming age of the information superhighway, proximity to population
concentrations will be less important than 1t 1s today In one sense, anywhere
will be everywhere, as communication technologies make 1t possible to send
and recerve information tn a wide vartety of forms, including cellular commun-
cations, interactive television, teleconferencing, and so on In such an age, to
argue that campuses should only be located 1n major cities 1s to run counter to
the whole thrust of the technological future

To complete this section of the analysis, 1t 1s the Commussion’s view that any tra-
ditional consideration of alternatives to accepting the federal conveyance of Fort
Ord 1s secondary to the pnmary question of whether acceptance, in and of itself, is
1n the best interests of the State of California, the California State University, and
Cahformia residents generally In the main, that question should be answered on
its own ments, not n relation to other possibilities, since all of the alternatives
known at the present ime are msufficiently persuasive to compete effectively against
the Fort Ord proposal

In other words, while some alternatives, such as expanding existing centers, em-
phasizing technology, operating year-round, and sharing facilities, might generate
space for some additional students, none of them -- or all taken together -- can
match the ultimate educational capacity envisioned for the proposed Monterey Bay
campus Accordingly, no real alternatives are available other than eventually build-
ing another campus somewhere else in the State

Criterion 3 I The new instiution must faclitate access for disadvantaged
and historrcally underrepresented groups

The opeming paragraph of the State University’s “Vision Statement™ relates di-
rectly to this cntenon 1n the Commussion’s guidelines (1994b, p 1-7)

Califorma State Umversity, Monterey Bay (CSUMB) 1s envisioned as a compre-
hensive State University which values service through high-quality education The
campus will be distinctive in serving the diverse people of California, especially
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the working class and histoncally undereducated and low income populations It
will feature an ennched hving and learning environment and year-round opera-
tion The identity of the university will be framed by a substantive commitment to
multilingual, multicultural, and gender-equitable learming  The University will be
a collaborative, intellectual community distmguished by partnerships with exist-
ing institutions both pubhic and pnivate, cooperative agreements which enable stu-
dents, faculty, and staff to cross institutional boundanes for mnovative instruc-
tion, broadly defined scholarly and creative activity. and coordimated community
service

The State University’s commitment to histoncally underrepresented students 1s
evident 1n virtually every aspect of its planning documents Not only 1s that com-
mitment accorded a prominent position in the vision statement, there 1s substantial
detail in the succeeding justification that lends confidence to the i1dea that the com-
mitment will be translated into practice from the inception In addition, numerous
personal contacts between Commussion staff and State University staff -- particu-
larly with Chancellor Munitz and Intenm Provost Arvizu -- have remnforced the
conviction that service to underrepresented students will be among the State Um-
versity’s highest prionties To that end, the State University has offered a number
of statements about the kind of campus Monterey Bay will be

* It will be “a pluralistic campus with a lugh prionty to serve historically undered-
ucated and low income populations within the state, especially inner-city and
1solated rural groups ”

¢ It “wall recruit strategically from urban area high schools and commumty col-
leges to reach its potential students In addition, CSUMB will be active in
recruiting in rural and agricultural areas of the state, especially in counties with
concentrations of migrant agricultural workers and migrant students (the Sali-
nas, San Joaquin, and Impenal Valleys) ”

* 1t will collaborate with schools in areas with large numbers of limited English-
proficiency students

¢ 1t will “build bndges to commumty organizations  working with historically
undereducated populations ™

* It will endeavor to use “pncing pohcies and financial aid practices  charging
more for those most able to pay and fully fund those unable to pay through
umique fee, housing, and scholarship provisions ” In particular, 1t will try to
offer housing to selected students at hittle or no cost

¢ It will provide a full array of student services to all students -- advising, coun-
seling, tutoning, student financial aid, etc -- and make heavy use of technologi-
cal approaches for both remediation and regular coursework (1994b, pp 1-20
to 1-22)

The details of a massive effort to recrunt, retain, and graduate histoncally under-
represented students have not all been worked out, but the flavor of the planning is
contained n the following paragraph from the needs analysts (p 1-21)
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It 1s our intention that students educated at CSUMB in the service values of the
nstitution and benefiting from the human and technological resources of the cam-
pus will be encouraged to stay connected to their families and commumties and to
apply theory, methods and knowledge from the classroom to the solutton of real
problems, motivanng the students to excel, graduate, and serve their community
through education CSUMB wll expenment with how to educate students in a
pluralistic and futunistic university, replicate and adapt programs such as Minor-
ity Engineening Program (MEP), Mathematics, Engineening, Science Achievement
(MESA), Califorma Alliance for Minonity Participation (CAMP), Amencorp, Cam-
pus Compact, Career Beginmings (a successful drop-out prevention and mentor-
ing project which has recruited students into community colleges and CSU cam-
puses), Step-to-College, Talent Search, Summer Bridge, Upward Bound, Qut-
ward Bound, and others CSUMB will also connect student leadership with facul-
ty partners in youth-teaching-youth peer counseling, expanding access to technol-
ogy, mentoring, youth leadership development, mediation, and conflict resolution
and team-building efforts (Appendix H below describes these programs )

Two 1ssues are worthy of particular consideration as planning for these services
proceeds -- access for the residents of the Salinas Valley, and residential capacity
on campus

+ Current access to the proposed campus from the Salinas Valley is less than
ideal, requiring over a half hour of commuting time via State Highways 68 and
1 to traverse the 22 miles around the base With the closure of the base, how-
ever, there 1s a possibility that a road could be constructed directly across the
base to the campus -- a project that would reduce the commuting time from 33
to 14 minutes -- and thereby greatly increase commuter access from the Salinas
Valley, where large numbers of underrepresented students reside It would
also help alleviate a concern the Commission expressed some years ago when 1t
approved the Monterey County Center At that time, the State University not-
ed n 1ts needs analtyss for the center (1987, p 9)

The most economically, educationally, and socially disadvantaged populations
within the tn-county area are located in the Salinas/Watsonville, Gilroy tnangle
These cities are served by Hartnell and Gavilan Community Colleges These
cities also have the largest minonty population, with many people employed in
agnculture-related occupations

The requested center will be located within the city of Salinas, the best location
to provide educational opportunity to these students, with the shortest distance
tocommute The location will also assist the center in working closely wath both
the Hartnell and Gavilan Community Colleges

Based on these and other statements, the Commussion concluded 1n 1988 that
the cntenon regarding disadvantaged and historically underrepresented students
had been satisfied Yet with the proposed closure of the Monterey County
Center, the State University faces a special challenge in serving the Salinas Val-
ley, 1n part because of the remnstitution of the commuting problems the center
was designed to alleviate, and also because the center was designed primanly
to serve part-time students taking classes in the everings -~ while the Monterey



Academic planning

Bay campus 1s being designed more for full-time residentsal students attending
during the day In short, even though the campus 1s planned to be a statewide
institution, with as many as 65 percent of its students coming from outside the
Tri-County region by 2010, 1t must address this local service challenge

* The second point concerns underrepresented students generally, not just those
restding in the immediate area A substantial amount of housing will be avail-
able on campus, and 1t will be possible to make that housing available to stu-
dents at a very nominal cost, since there will be no need to retire bonds sold to
build 1t The only requirement will be a “rent” sufficient to maintaimn the facilt-
ties, which should open up residential opportumties for low-income students
from all over the State The State University has already noted that mainte-
nance of the grounds and buildings could also open up employment opportuni-
ties for students (1994b, p 1-20)

Attracting underserved students to Monterey Bay from the inner city and rural
areas will take some ingenuity The campus might, for example, develop a study/
work program (hike those at Berea College in Kentucky or Berry College 1n
Georgia), where students earn money for tuition, housing, and food by working
on the campus The labor that must be expended to convert soldiers” quarters
into dormitones and classrooms makes such a plan feasible {1-20)

Without doubt, the existence of inexpensive housing represents one of the ma-
jor attractions of the Fort Ord conveyance With other services already prom-
1sed, with the academuc plan discussed 1n the next section of this report, and
with programs from other institutions that can be tailored to the new campus,
considerable cause for optmism exists that the campus will open new opportu-
mties for many whose opportunities have been hmited by past and present con-
ditions

The State University has provided further clarification of these i1ssues, particularly
those concerning service to students in rural areas as well as to other students in
the Tn-County area who will not reside in on-campus housing This commentary,
which was forwarded to the Commussion after completion of the April needs study,
1s included in this report as Appendix M

Cruterion 4 { The programs projected for the new institution must be described
and justified An academic master plan, inciuding a general sequence of
program and degree level plans, and an institutional plan to implement such
State goals as access, quality, intersegmental cooperation, and diversification
of students, faculty, admmstration, and staff for the new institution, must be
provided

In reviewing the State University’s proposal for Califoria State Unuversity, Mon-
terey Bay, the Commussion has had the most difficulty in evaluating the academic
program Ideally, all plans for new campuses should begin with a strategic plan-
ning process that evolves from a perception of need, proceeds to a vision of how
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that need might be met, and then leads to the development of an academic plan to
implement the vision [f a need 1s determined to exist within a broad context (1 e
from a statewide standpoint), that context can then be refined and prionities set for
specific locations where population pressures may be the greatest, where land 1s
most available at the lowest cost, or where other considerations of demography or
location may play a crucial role

Once a general location 1s determined, the next stage 1s generally to develop a
vision to determune what kind of campus it will be, what kinds of students 1t will
serve, what statewide or regional needs 1ts graduates will fill, whether it will offer
a traditional or innovative curnculum, how large an nstitution 1t will be, what
instructional, research, and public service elements 1t will emphasize, and what
form its administrative and managenal structure will take

From the vision statement, which should be developed through a broad consulta-
tion process, an academic plan should emerge The development process com-
monly takes several years, but once in place, will provide detailed descriptions of
degree programs, a time schedule for the implementation of those programs, a
general education configuration, enrollments by level of instruction, plans for ar-
ticulation with other institutions, budget projections, facilities requirements, equip-
ment needs, and academic administrative structures

With a comprehensive acadermic plan, decisions can be made regarding the pro-
posed campus’s cultural life, its information lifelines in librartes and computer cen-
ters, its auxiliary enterpnses such as food service and student activities, its support
services such as counseling and financial aid, and its relationships to other nstitu-
tions and the community at large In any good planming process, decision tracks
will be designed that move from the strategic to the tactical, and from the tactical
to the ordinary operations of everyday campus hfe

1t has been observed more than once, however, that real life 1s untidy, and that the
ideals of planners are often compromised by the realities of unforeseen events
The downsizing -- 1n reality, the virtual closure -- of Fort Ord was surely such an
event, and one of its practical consequences was the altenng of normal statewide
strategic planning processes in order to meet the exigencies presented by the most
unique opportunity for facilities acquisition 1n the State Umversity’s history In
essence, the Department of Defense, the U S Department of Education, the Con-
gress, and the President offered a take-it-or-leave-it choice to the State University
-- a choice that did not take into consideration the possibility that the system might
not be entirely ready to make a decision at the time 1t had to be made

Because of the necessity for an aggressive decision track, there has not been time
to develop the kind of academic plan the State University hopes and believes will
be 1n place at a later date To a degree, the State University sees this accurately as
something of a “chicken and egg” problem The Trustees believe i1t will not be
possible to develop a comprehenstve academic plan until a president and core fac-
ulty are hired, and the academic plan developed thereafter will certainly be more
substantial than at present, yet those individuals cannot be hired until State ap-



provals are received -- one of which must come from the Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commussion, which requires an academic plan pnor to campus approval A
dilemma such as that requires some flexibility on the part of al! concerned, not only
in terms of the current review, but also with regard to the time schedule for sub-
mission of the academic plan To put this another way, the Commussion believes it
should make a detailed review of the matenals that have been submitted to date,
but also give the State University a reasonable amount of time to develop a com-
prehensive academic plan Such a plan does not currently exist, but will be avail-
able within the next year or so At that time, a further review -- probably through
the Commussion’s program review process -- will be 1n order

The Vision Statement

The State University’s current matenals include a vision statement and a general
outhne of the academic directions the new campus 1s to take The Commussion
quoted the opening paragraph of the vision statement on pages 50-51 above, but
portions of the remainder of 1t offer a good overview of the type of institution the
State University proposes that Monterey Bay be, and 1t 1s therefore appropriate to
quote significant excerpts from it here (pp 1-7, 1-8)

The University will invest in preparation for the future through integrated and
expenmental use of technologies as resources to people, catalysts for learning, and
providers of increased access and ennched quality of learning  The curnculum of
CSUMB will be student and society centered and of sufficient breadth and depth to
meet statewide and regional needs The programs of instruction will strive for
distinction, building on regional asscts 1n developing specialty clusters m such
areas as the sciences (manne, atmospheric, and environmental), visual and per-
forrmng arts and related humantities, languages, cultures, and mntemnational stud-
1es. education, business, studies of human behavior, information and communica-
nion studies. within broad curncular areas and professional study

The University will develop a culture of mnnovation in 1ts overall conceptual design
and organization, utilize new and varied pedagogical and wstructional approach-
es, including distance learning

The Umversity will provide a new model of organizing and managing higher edu-
cation

* The umversity will be integrated with other institutions, essentially collabora-
tive 1n 1ts orientation, and active n seeking partnerships across institutional
boundanes It will develop and implement various arrangements for sharing
courses, curnculum, faculty, students, and facilibes with other institutions

* The orgamzational structure of the umversity will reflect a belief n the impor-
tance of each admuistrative staff and faculty member, working to integrate the
umversity community across “'staff”’ and “faculty” lines

+ The financial aid system will emphasize a fundamental commitment to equity
and access

» Unmiversity governance will be exercised with a substantial amount of autonomy
and independence within a very broad CSU systemwide policy context
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+ Accountability will emphasize careful evaluation and assessment of results and
outcomes

Other aspects of the vision statement offer commitments to effectiveness, efficien-
cy, mutual respect, motivation, competence, dynamism, creativity, experimenta-
tion, responsibility, accountability, and other worthy goals and aspirations that are
not usefully quoted in their entirety here  Suffice to say that the vision of the new
campus 15 directed strongly to innovation, to more flexible adminstrative struc-
tures, to technology as both a managenal and an nstructional tool, to business
(especially international) and the sciences, and to serving categones of people who
have not histonically been major participants in higher education The term “mter-
disciplinary” will appropnately charactenze much of the proposed campus Such
a vision statement presents challenges so formudable that it 1s probably an under-
statement to term such a vision merely “ambitious ™

The planmng process

As noted above, an academic plan should emerge as a logical extension of the
vision statement Thus far, however, time has not been sufficient to develop such
a plan, and thus the substance of the academic planning section of the State Um-
versity’s needs analysts speaks more to the planming process currently under way
than to the plan itself Although such a situation falls short of meeting the require-
ments of the Comnussion’s cntenon, there 1s sufficient information provided to
impart a good 1dea of the nature of the proposed curriculum at Monterey Bay
Later 1n the process, when the plan i1s more formally defined, and when a consulta-
tion process has been given a fair chance to operate, the Commussion will offer
further comments

To develop the academuc plan, and vanous other structural elements of the pro-
posed campus, the State Umversity has created 12 work groups composed of fac-
ulty and staff members from other campuses, Chancellor’s staff, and special con-
sultants Those groups are expected to develop curnicular and other recommen-
dations in the following areas

1 Collaboration and articulation,
2 International inkages,
3 Residential and student life,
4 Technology,
5 Community and national service,
6 Institutional advancement,
7 The sciences {(marnne, atmospheric, and environmental),
8 The visual and performing arts and related humanities,
9 Language cultures, and international studies,
10 Professional studies,
11 Information science, and
12 Human behavior



The general education curriculum

Few details are currently available about the general education curnculum pro-
posed to be offered at Monterey Bay The State Umversity has indicated on nu-
merous occasions that 1t intends to offer a unique general education curriculum,
which will primanly mmpact lower-division students Given the emphasis on re-
cruiting students from the mner cities, the probable remediation needs of many of
those students, the emphasis on a new academic structure, and the emphasis on
technology, the general education section of the academic plan will doubtless be
closely read and analyzed Part of that analysis, of course, will focus on the com-
muntty colleges in the area, not only because of the breadth of their lower-division
offerings, but also because they have a substantial amount of unused physical ca-
pacity, particularly at Monterey Peninsula College This 1s a fact to which the
State Umversity 1s showing increased sensitivity (pp 1-10, 1-11)

CSU Monterey Bay will work with local community colleges to build curnicular
bndges that will facilitate transfer into 1ts unique undergraduate curncula A close
relationship with community college faculties will help estabhsh those bridges
Communty College professors can help design the general education curnculum,
and 1t 1s conceivable that they could participate in offering it, both on their home
campuses and on the CSUMB stte

It 15 clear from all of the planning documents thus far supplied to the Commussion
that a new kind of curnculum and academic structure 1s proposed for the campus
if 1t 15 approved and becomes fully operational in the latter part of the decade At
the same time, however, the needs analysis reinforces a long-standing State Uni-
versity commitment to the idea of the liberal arts (p 1-11)

the plan s to build an overall approach to undergraduate education that truly
melds professional study with a broad understanding of the arts and sciences disci-
plines

Part of the secret to integrating professional study and liberal learning 1s to recog-
mize the many skills and proficiencies engendered by hiberal arts disciphines  Com-
munication skills (speaking, writing, histening, even electronic communication) are
promoted through study of the hberal arts  The knowledge and skills needed by an
educated citizenry come directly from these disciplines It 1s not possible today to
enter a polling booth and cast an informed vote without knowledge of global eco-
nomics, bioscience and biotechnology, history, social anthropology, junsprudence,
and physics, to name just a few requisites  Mathematical and computer skills are
likewise essential for success in the workplace and social arena

Many of these skills are acquired through various “hands-on” expenences, and the
State Umiversity proposes to use internships, experiential learning, international
residencies, distance learming, computer training, and other techmques to broaden
the honzons of 1ts students

Academic clusters

The curnculum for the proposed campus has not yet been created, even in draft
form, that outcome awaits the deliberations and recommendations of the work
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groups listed on the opposite page However, 1t has already been decided that the
campus not be organized along traditional departmental lines but instead accord-
ing to interdisciphnary “clusters " The purpose of creating clusters rather than
departments 1s explained in the needs analysis as follows (p 1-10)

By identifying specialty clusters, the campus can begun to lay the groundwork for
hinng an mitial planning faculty This will be a small team of professors who will
arnve in 1994-95 as a planning vanguard The planning faculty will consist of
approximately two professors in each specialty cluster In hinng by specialty
cluster rather than specifically by academic discipline, the campus can select a
group of faculty members whose strengths are interdisciplinary and whose alle-
glances are to the institution iself and to the specialty cluster, rather than to a
narrow specialization  They will also be selected on the basis of their lustory of
excellence 1n undergraduate teaching and their commitment to teaching and learn-
ing Selecting a planning faculty by specialty clusters rather than by disciplines
will have the added benefit of avoiding a premature lock-in of academuc mayors,
and will allow the majors to grow out of an interdisciphnary planning process

This principle 1s very much in line with the 1dea of “total quality management”
discussed by the Commussion in its earlier report on Fort Ord In that report, the
Commussion urged the State University to develop its academic plans 1n an uncon-
ventional way (1993b, p 53)

Planming for Fort Ord should not advance along traditiona! pedagogical and man-
agenal lmes The new campus should devise a highly flexible and adminustrative-
ly “flat” orgamzational structure that will not only encourage educational innova-
tion and a rmultidisciplinary curnculum, but will also discourage the estabhsh-
ment of academuc fiefdoms

It seems clear that the State Umiversity 1s moving in precisely this direction, al-
though 1t should not be expected that the entire acadermic plan will be implement-
ed in the first year In that year, enroliment will be insufficient 1o offer a broad
curriculum, and the State University has indicated that the transfer of programs at
the Monterey County Center 1n Salinas to the new campus will tend to dictate its
early curricular offerings In time, according to present planning, the new curnc-
ulum will come to dommate the mstitution as the old one changes through assim-
ilation into the new

The needs analysis contains a hypothetical program array -- one that discusses
potential results that could come from the work-group effort None of that array
1s set, and all of 1t 1s speculative at the present time, but it does offer the reader
some of the flavor of what may emerge 1n the next ten years or so (pp 1-12 to 1-
13)

Marine, atmospheric, and environmental sciences would develop majors that
addressed various environmental needs We will need weather professionals, ex-
perts on recycling and reclaiming resources, public servants who understand the
global ecosystem, and people with a strong scientific background as preparation
for graduate study And of course we need teachers who are strong in science --
particularly the biologtcal and environmental knowledge that we must impart to
every schoolchild



Visual and performing arts and related humanities would establish majors that
enabled students to pursue arts-related careers  Our culture depends not only on
artists, but on people who can do business in the arts, who can support the arts
with technical expertise (computers, hghting, production, equipment maintenance
and repaur, etc ), and who can relate the arts to public service

[n Languages, cultures, and international studies, Spamsh, anthropology,
and sociology could form the basis for a new multicultural major that could begin
almost immediately Communication and language study could form the basis for
a major that prepared people either for mass media, public, or business settings
Other majors could support future secondary teachers in vanous subject areas

The professional cluster would plan for programs that prepare students for busi-
ness and education first, with an eye to pubhic service and a cautious eve to health
professions at a later date

-- A business major would [emphasize] practical skills, prepanng all of its gradu-
ates to function mn an mternational and multicultural market Language skills,
intercultural skills, and an understanding of the global economy would character-
1ze the major

-- Education programs would be present with the Salinas campus [the Monterey
County Center], but would be re<engineered for Monterey Bay Bilingual prepa-
ration would be essential to all programs, as would readiness to participate n the
restructuring of Califormia schools  Teacher preparation programs would be phased
in over a four-year period, one or two areas at a ume, until the campus was ready
to prepare teachers in all key areas by the year 2000 Leadership preparation for
schools 1n the area and 1n hugh need urban areas across the state would be a hall-
mark of the campus We would begin with masters degrees, but in the next centu-
ry, doctorates will be essential for principals and superintendents. so work would
begin to estabhish a new kind of joint doctorate in educational leadership with UC,
Santa Cruz

-- Public Service will be a cornerstone of the campus mission

In reproducing this hypothetical array, the Commission emphasizes that it repre-
sents only one of several possible directions that the academuc plan of the pro-
posed campus could eventually take The fact that 1t appears in print here may
give it an official aura that 1s undeserved The Commussion hopes that 1t wall not
be regarded as final, that imagination and creativity will dominate the development
of Monterey Bay's academic plan, and that, even when an academic plan 1s ap-
proved by the Trustees, 1t will be a flexible document used more as a guide for
academic life than a nigid standard to which everyone must swear indiscriminate
allegiance In short, if the proposed campus 1s approved, the Commussion looks
forward not only to an mnovative plan but also to its imaginative implementation

Educational technology

In this regard, the needs analysis emphasizes that evolving technological applica-
tions will permeate the life of the campus, including (pp 1-14, 1-15)

* regional cooperation with other institutions to use nstructional television and
other telecommunications media for delivery of courses and programs,
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Cost estimates

* network access to data for rescarch and apphed scholarship,

+ nformation and leaming resources available through networking of libranes
including access to specialty collections, interaction with experts via telecon-
ferencing, and distance learning,

« umversity-community (schools, public agencies, special projects) interaction
through computer networks and other telecommunications media,

* telecommunications media and computers to support student outreach and re-
cruitment, admissions, financial aid, advising, evaluation and outcomes assess-
ment, alumm contacts, and

+ telecommunications media and computers to support admmistrative operations
and special study needs

Summary

The Commussion beheves that the academic planning process lies at the heart of
an institution It determines its ethos, defines its environment, and shapes the char-
acter of all who work and study within it At present, that process has barely be-
gun for Monterey Bay, but the needs analysis submitted by the State University
offers considerable hope that when the academic plan 1s finalized, it will present a
unique and creative configuration that 1s worthy of emulation beyond Monterey
Bay

Criterion 5 1 A cost analysis of both capital outlay estimates and projected
support costs for the new institution, and possible options for alternative
Junding sources, must be provided

All of the cost estimates for the proposed new campus continue to be developed
and refined, since so many unanswered questions await resolution For example,
the actual conveyance of the 1,300 acres and buildings has not yet taken place,
and questions exist about how it will take place and what conditions will be at-
tached to 1t For example, if 1t 1s conveyed by way of the federal Department of
Education, the State University will less likely be able to use any of the housing
facilities to generate income (rents/leases), which could affect both the support
and capital outlay budgets [nstead, if it 1s conveyed directly by the Department of
Defense, there would be fewer restnctions on revenues from the housing facilities

Regardless of the conveyance vehicle, however, major questions about both the
source and amount of capital and support funding will anise for some time to come
From the capital cutlay side of the equatton, the State University has made it abun-
dantly clear that all of the funding for the conversion, renovatton, and retrofitting
of buildings, as well as for toxic cleanup, must come from the federal government
The estimate for that funding need, excluding toxic cleanup, has vaned somewhat
for the past year or so, but generally has been in the range of $130 to $145 mullion
The most recent estimate, completed on March 1 of this year and totalling $143 3
mullion, including the amounts necessary to comply with the Amenicans with Dis-
abilities Act, ts shown in Display 22 at the right



DISPLAY 22 Preliminary Estimates of Capital Outlay Requirements for the Conversion, Renovation,
and Retrofitting of Buildings at Fort Ord for Use by Califorma State University,
Monterey Bay

Amencan with Disabilities

Construction Costs (i Thousands)  Act Costs (in Thousands)

Phase | Total Unit Phase | Later Phase 1 Later

Buildings Buildings Cost (1994-95) Phases (1994-95)  Phases
Infantry Barracks LecturerLabs ‘Admimistration 3 21 £2 800 38400 $£50 400 $500  £3,000
Dental Climes Laboratones 0 2 1 500 0 3,000 0 30
Battery Tramming/Admin Large Classroom/ Libranes 2 8 200 400 1.200 150 450
Retail Outlets Administration 0 2 200 0 400 0 60
Headquarters Commumecations 0 1 200 0 200 0 130
Signal Battery Barracks' Dormutory Complex 4 4 175 700 900 150 0
Battalion Hdgrtrs /Supply' Admimistrative Functions 1 1 220 220 780 50 0
Battahon Hdgrtrs /Supply Admunistrative Functions 0 2 1,000 0 2,000 o 100
DEH/Administration Corporate Admunistration 0 1 320 0 320 0 30
Maintenance Corporate Yard 0 4 250 0 1,000 0 12¢
Battalion Hdgrtrs /Supply Admnistrative Functions 0 2 1,000 0 2,000 0 100
Battery Train /Admin University Center 2 3 370 740 370 40 20
Snack Ber/Retail Qutlet Receiving/Storage’Administration 0 8 10 0 80 0 80
Snack Bar Retall Outlet  Snack BaiRetal] Ouilel 0 | 20 20 0 30
Gymnasium Gymnasium | | 320 320 30 0
Theater Assembly Hall | | 160 160 330 70 0
Sports Club Student Union | I 460 460 970 80 ¢
Chapel Student Memonal 0 1 270 0 270 0 30
Mess Halls Dmining Commons 0 2 390 0 780 0 60
Divarty Barracks Dormitory 0 10 1 850 0 18,500 0 300
Discom DBarracks Dormitory 0 9 650 0 5850 0 270
Building Cost Totals 15 85 -- $11,080  $£89,690 $1.070 34,810
Infrastructure Cost Totals 603 11.687
Asbestos Abatement Cost Totals 0 470
Contingency (5 percent) 584 5,092 54 241
Architecture and Engineening Fees (15 percent) 1,752 15277 161 722
Total Phase 1 (1994-95) Costs ($15,303,600) £14,020 $1,284
Total Costs for Later Phases ($127,988,400) $122,216 $5,772
Grand Totals (3143,292.000) $14,020 3122216 §1,284 85,772

Mote These esumates are as of March | 1994

I Additional cost for improvement and upgrade of heahing, ventilating. air conditionimg, and electncal systems

Source  Adapted from the Califormia State University  1994b

In many ways, the federal commitment to render the 1,300 acres of the State Uni-
versity footprint usable 1s one of the keys to the entire proposal  Should the federal
government decide not to fund the necessary physical conversions, 1t 1s unhkely
that the campus would ever realize its potential, and there 15 a certanty that current
time tables would not be met It 1s even within the realm of possibility that the
State University would decide to withdraw from Fort Ord completely, since 1t could
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be confident that State capital outlay funds will not be available to replace antici-
pated federal conversion revenues

Such an eventuality needs to be discussed openly, to avoid misunderstandings that
could anise at any and all governmental levels At present, Califorma has virtually
no funds available for capital improvements anywhere within Califorma higher ed-
ucation, since all but a small fraction of the amounts raised by prior bond 1ssues
have been spent With the Governor’s sigming of Senate Bill 46 (Hart) on March
14, a new bond issue in the amount of $900 million will be placed on the June
ballot Where Fort Ord 1s concerned, it makes almost no difference whether that
bond 1ssue passes or not, since the proceeds from it are already commuitted to
other projects in all three of the public systems [n addition, the public systems
have previous requests that could easily absorb an additional billion dollars in 1994-
95 and 1995-96 alone Further, the recent Northnidge earthquake, and the con-
tinuing pressure to construct additional pnisons, has placed great burdens on Cali-
forma’s bonding capacity, so much so that the possibility of using any State bond
funds to renovate facilities at Fort Ord 1s near zero With regard to the General
Fund, there 1s no possibility that capital outlay funds could be found from that
source For all of these reasons, a continuing revenue stream from the federal
government 18 cntical if the proposed campus 1s to become a reality

Display 23 below shows a summary of the current 1993-94 support budget and
the proposed budget for 1994-95 For the budget year, 1t should be considered an

DISPLAY 23 Prelimnary Support Budget Summary for Califorma Siate University, Monterey Bay,
1993-94 and 1994-95

1993.94 1994-95 Totals
Program Base Budpet Request Positions Amount
Personnel Services
Executive Management %0 $342.503 4 $342,903
Programs and Academic 1,333,628 2,107.273 65 3,440,901
Admunistration, Finance, and Facilities 487,666 348,799 15 836,465
Instructional Resources and Technical Development 99,070 160,625 4 259,695
University Relations and Development 70,057 97917 1 167,974
Monterey County Center, Salinas! 0 1,000,000 1,000,000
Salary Savings 55684 -133.898 -196.582
Total Personal Services $1,924,737 $3,923,619 88 55,848,444
Total Operating Expenses and Equipment 700,552 3253522 3954514
Total New Campus Requirements $2625 329 $7 177 541 88 $9,802,958
Maintenance and Secunty of Facilities
Personnell Services - Net 1 067 489 126 959 24 1,194 448
Operating Expenses and Equipment? 636,328 1,670.461 2.307 289
Total Mantenance and Secunty of Faciliies 51,704,317 $1,797.420 24 $3,501,737
Grand Total $4 329,646 £8,974 961 112 $13304,695

1 Assumes the Monterey County Centter operated by San Jose State Umiversitv wall be moved Lo the Monlerey Campus

2 Assures the State University will contract for some secunty services

Source The Califormua State Universny, 1994b
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DISPLAY 24 Prelimmnary Support Budget Projections for Califorma State Unmiversity, Monterey Bay,
1995-96 Through 1998-99

Expenditure Catesorv

Personne| Services

Academic Support
Instructonal Support
Instruchional Faculty
Acadermic Support
Student Services

Projected Personnel Positions and Costs by Fiscal Year

1995-96 1996-97 199798 1998.99

Number Costs Number Caosts Number Costs Number Costs
of (1000 FTF of {2001 FTE of {1,000 FTE of (4,000 FTE
LPosiens _Students) Poswons  Students) Posions  Students) Posions  Studenls)
409 $2.564,35] 628 53613171 848 $4,482 980 106 7 £5,711,097
800 5939406 1600 11 878,811 2400 17132901 3200 23,757,694
340 1901 343 394 2190 581 449 2,385454 504 2,778,626
421 2322562 563 3.049.069 710 3.634,600 782 4215095

Subtotal Personal Services 1970 $12 727 662 3185 520731 632 4407 $27.639,935 5553 8536462512

Institutional Support

Executive Management
and Institutional Support

Total Personal Services

Total Operating Expenses’

Grand Total

1627 $4.020,06] 1627 $4,520.268 176 8 38.44].108 1911  $9.445.842
3597 16,747 723 4812 $25251 900 6175 336,081,043 7464 $45909,354
£4,598.827 $4.891.020 £1.751.339 $2.043.624
$21,346,550 $30 142,920 $37,832,382 £47,952,978

1 Operating expenses and equipment for 1995-26 and 1996-97 include contracting for mamntenance services

Source Office of Plantung and Development, The Califorrua State University

Geographic
characteristics
and physical
accessibility

estimate that could change considerably before final legislative action 1s taken
Display 24 shows a summary projection for the years 1995-96 through 1998-99,
again with estimates for both enroliment and funding that should be considered
preliminary and not defimtive Display 25 on page 66 shows a specific delineation
of the costs for educational technology To relate these, the State University indi-
cates that of the $6 6 million for technology, $t 2 million 1s included within the
1994-95 budget request shown in Display 23

These fiscal projections are itended to provide the reader only with an idea of
the order of magmtude involved in the establishment and imitial growth of the cam-
pus As time goes on, and legislative consideration of the proposal proceeds in
Sacramento, these estimates will be refined further

Cniterion 7 | The physical, social, and demographic characteristics of the
location and surrounding service areas for the new institution must be included

Criterion 7 2 There must be a plan for student, faculty, and staff transportation
to the proposed location Plans for student and faculty housing, including
projections of needed on-campus residential facilities, should be included if
appropriate For locations that do not plan to maintain student on-campus
residences, reasonable commuting fime for students defined generally as not
exceeding a 30-45 minute automobile drive (including time to locate parking)
Jor a majority of the residents of the service area must be demonstrated
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Regional demographic

DISPLAY 25 [Imitial Cost Estimates for Educational Technology characteristics
at Califorma State University, Monterey Bay

ltem

Telecommunications Network

Infrastructure (Condunt, cables,
and equipment closets )

Communications Switching
and Connections

User Equipment
Resource Centers
Library and Information Resources $3 704 000 County region as of the 1990
Initial Collechion, First Installment'  $1,500 000 census and projected forward
Iniiel Equipment and Data Bases 1,400,000 by the Demographic Research
Computer Resources

Pages 27-31 of this report con-
tained an overview of the Mon-
terey Bay area with several
$1,319,400 maps that offered a general de-
scription of its physical charac-

$590,800 teristics Further, some of the

Detayled Amoums Subiowls Crand Totals
$1 910,200

Telephone Swilching Equipment $200,000 population demographlcs of
Telephone Equipment

High-Speed Data Control Unst 250,000
High-Speed Terminal Equipment 48,600
Library Telecommunications Access 7200

85,000 the Tn-County region were
presented earlier in Display 14
Display 26 on the next page
shows a delineation of the eth-

§4,691 700
nic distribution of the Trni-

600,000 Unit of the Department of Fi-

Video Conferencing 204,000 nance Dlsplay 27 shows the
Instructional Computing Laboratones $544 900 ethnic composition of State
Instructional WorkSilations £487.900 U d Ii-
Advanced WorkSiations 57 000 miversity systemwide enro
Faculty and Sw.aflT Workstations $442 B00 ments as a reference point

Total Imtial Cost Estimate

| [t 15 estimated thal an mstbal collection of print media — the equivalent of 100,000 volumes that are not

£6 601 500 Further details about the envi-
ronment of the Monterey Bay

otherwise available — will be required The total cost 1s $4 5 mullion [t 1s proposed that the ¢ollection be area were supphed by the State
purchased in three annual installmenits of $1 5 milhion (~33,333 volumes) each UnlverSIty n the Envu—onmen_
Source The California State University, 1994b tal Impact Statement that is ref-
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erenced in the bibliography to
this report

It 1s clear from the population projections that the demography of the Tn-County
area 1s changing in much the same way as the demography of Californa  While
the Black population represents a much smaller percentage of the Tn-County area
than 1s true statewade, the trend whereby the Latino population represents an 1n-
creasing share of the population of the State 1s clearly evident in the Monterey Bay
region By the year 2010, the White population will represent about half of the
Tn-County area’s population, the Latino population about 41 percent, with other
racial-ethnic groups constituting the rest By 2020, the Latno population will
hold a plurality, and by 2030 an absolute majonity These trends make the multi-
cultural emphasis of the new campus most appropriate The availability of hous-
ing may have the effect of further diversifying the campus

Access to campus

In this critenon, access 1s a major consideration, and it relates directly to housing
issues The proposed California State University, Monterey Bay 1s intended to be



DISPLAY 26 Racial’Ethnic Composition of the Tri-County Region's
Population as of the 1990 Census, with Projections to 2020

County and Group
Moanterey
White
Black
Latino
Other
Subtotal
San Bemito
White
Black
Latino
Other
Subtotal
Santa Cruz
White
Black
Latino
Other
Subtotal
Totals
White
Black
Latino
Other
Total
Percentages
White
Black
Latino
Other
Total

1990

188,500
21,900
120,600
27,800
358,800

19,000
200
16,900
900
37,000

172,400
2,300
47,000
9,100
230,800

379 500
24,400
184,500
37,800
626,600

60 6%
38%
29 4%
6 0%
100 0%

2000

195,000
23,900
163,100
32,000
414,000

25 500
200
23,800
1200
50 700

181,600
2700
69,200
10 560
264 00

402 100
26,800
256,100
43,700
728,700

55 1%
3 6%
35 1%
59%
100 0%

2010
201,800
27 300
220,300
35,900
485,300

32,500
200
31,500
1 500
66 500

184,600
3100
92 700
11400
291 800

419 300
30 600
344,900
48,800
843,600

49 7%
36%
40 8%
57%
100 0%

2020
213,700
30,700
290,500
39,200
574,100

40,000
200
41,200
1 800
83 200

184 800
1500
121,900
12,100
322 30

438,500
34,400
453 600
53,100
979,600

44 7%
35%
46 3%
54%
100 0%

2030
224,200
33,700
371,100
41,900
670,900

47,000
200
51,600
2100
100 900

180,500
4,000
156 904
12 700
354 100

451 700
37 900
579 600
56,700
1,125 900

40 1%
33%
51 4%
50%
100 0%

Source State Departmen of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, Report No 93 P-3

2040
231,100
36,700
461,400
44,100
773,300

53,900
200
63,100
2400
119 600

17¢ 700
4,300
196,700
12 900
384 600

455 700
41,200
721,200
59,400
1,277.500

356%
32%
56 4%
4 6%
100 0%

primarily a residential cam-
pus, but there wll doubt-
less be many students who
will not live on or immed:-
ately adjacent to the cam-
pus, and will therefore be
commuting from the sur-
rounding communities In
some cases, as from Mon-
terey or Castroville, the
drive will be short, but for
those who live 1n such ar-
eas as Santa Cruz, Gilroy,
or Gonzales, the drive will
take up to an hour Dis-
play 28 (nght) prowvides es-
timates of the distances and
the commuting times

As noted elsewhere 1n this
report, Salinas represents a
special case, since It 1S cur-
rently the home of the
Monterey County Center
of San Jose State At
present, residents of the
Salinas area must circum-
vent the base along high-
ways 68 and 1 (see Display
2), a trip that currently re-

DISPLAY 27  Ethric Distribution of Students in the Califorma State University, Fall 1993

Level of Student

Total Lower-Dhvision
Total Upper-Division
Total Undergradusate

Percentages

Total Post-Baccalaureale

Total Masters
Total Graduate [1

Total Grad /Post-Bace

Percentages
Total Students
Percentages

Asian Black

Filipino

12,358 5989 3624
24.694 10,052 6392

37,052 16,04t 10416
14 1% 61% 39%

1 750
I R81
L1

1 040 326
1769 521
10 0

5642 2819 847
89% 44% 13%
42,654 18,860 11,263
131% 57% 34%

Source Califorrua Postsecondary Educauon Commussion

Launo
15672
25,925
41,597
158%
3125
3090
22
6,237
98%
47,834
14 6%

714
1871
2585
019%

223

282

1

506
08%
3,091
09%

Native Amencan Other Whate

1752 28093
4441 95724
6193 123817
23% 471%
450 14 407
g10 22034
2 137

1262 36,578
19% 579%
7,455 160,395
22% 492%

Non-Resident No Response  Total
2229 4 141 74,572

5317 13,104 187,920

7 546 17.245 262,492
18% 65% 1000%
385 2605 24,311
229 3938 38,621
19 13 215

2,700 6,556 63,147
42% 103% 100 0%
10,246 23,801 325,639
31% 73% 100 0%
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quires shightly over a half hour In the future, theres a

DISPLAY 28 Approximate Mileages possibility that a roadway could be constructed directly
and Commuting Times to California State through the Fort Ord property, a project that the State
Umversity, Monterey Bay, from Various University estimates will reduce travel time from 33 to
Locations in the Tri-County Region 14 minutes Inits application to the Department of Edu-
Approsamate cation for the conveyance of the 1,300 acres, the State
Commuting University wrote at some length about this prospect, and
Ungn Mileage  Tume' has rerterated its arguments in the needs analysis Salinas
Vi Fugirway 1 (North) the largest city in th d one of the cities with
Santa Cruz 33 50 1s the largest city 1n the area, and one of the cities w1
Capitola 29 44 the most difficult access route to Fort Ord There are no
Aptos 26 39 current plans for the construction of such a thorough-
Watsonville 18 27 fare, but the State University should certainly be encour-
Marmna Adjacent N aged to pursue such a project aggressively
Via Highway | (South)
Seaside Adjacent N a Concerning public transportation, 1t would be highly un-
Monterey 6 1 usual to find a weli-defined transportation plan at this stage
Pacific Grove 9 15
C of new campus development The State University indi-
armel-by-the-Sea ] 17
Carmel Valley (via 16 and 1) 21 32 cates that discussions are underway with the local transit
Other Routes authonty, Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST), which cur-
Gilrov (via 101, 156,and 1) 32 43 rently provides service to the base, and that every effort
Holhster (via 156 and 1) 32 48 will be made “to insure that the service will be continued
Castroville (via 156 and 1) 11 17 nd expanded n after th r rty 1s trans-
Sabnas (via 68 and 1) 22 33 and expanged as necessary afier the p operty 15 trans
Salinas f road bult thru Fort) 9 14 ferred” (p 5-7)
Gonzales (via 101, 68, and 1) 38 57
Soledad {via 101, 68, and 1) 47 70 Residential capacity
1 Assumes a constant dnving speed of 40 miles per hour . . s
Source The Califorrua State University, 1994b There 1s sufficient housing within the State University’s
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1,300-acre footprint to house 7,030 students That num-
ber is denived from the following

* Residence halls (19 buildings) with 1,700 spaces,

* Reswdential facilities in Schoonover Park (156 buildings contaming 159 three-
bedroom units and 628 two-bedroom units} with 3,466 residential spaces, and

* Residential facilities in Fredenck Park (84 buildings containing 466 two-bed-
room units) with 1,864 residential spaces

Given the State University’s enroliment projection, and assuming a planned resi-
dential share of 65 percent of the total (Display 19}, sufficient housing exists for
all the non-local enrollment anticipated through 2010, the last year of the current
projection

Exactly how the housing will be used remains a question If the conveyance for
public benefit from the federal Department of Education stands, then the State
University will have less flexibility to engage n any profit-making activities with
the housing, as in renting 1t to residents of the area at market rates If the convey-
ance through the Department of Defense occurs, however, 1t may be possible to
rent to members of the commumty -- until such time as there 15 a sufficient number



Environmental
and social impact

of students and faculty residing on campus -- and thereby realize some profit Such
a course would be desirable from both the State’s and the State University’s point
of view, since it could reduce the need for State support on the one hand, and, on
the other, could prowvide the State Umtversity with discretionary funds it might need
for a vanety of purposes As with many other aspects of the proposed campus, the
final resolution of the conveyance and the use of the housing has not been final-
1zed

Regardless of the conveyance vehicle, however, students and faculty at the institu-
tion will enjoy first pnonty for occupancy of the housing  As the State University
sees 1t, the existence of the housing will provide opportumties for interactions be-
tween students and faculty not normally found on its campuses, such as the possi-
bility of a “total immersion” language program In reality, there are no stnictly
residential colleges in the State University, the proposed campus would probably
be the first And not only does housing exist, the fact that 1t 1s being donated
means that costs can be kept very low, and hence opportunities expanded for a
wide range of students -- particularly those from low-income backgrounds -- to
take advantage of the available housing

Further, 1t 1s the housing that makes the enrollment projections credible No one
would be speaking of a campus with even 10,000 full-time-equivalent students 1f
there were no on-campus housing, since 1t 1s clear that the Tri-County region will
not be able to generate that many students for decades With the housing, students
can be imported, and 1t 1s therefore likely that the projections are reasonable, pro-
vided sufficient operating funds can be found

As noted in the section on academic planning, a work group has been established
to consider housing issues, and 1t will be meeting for many months to come Clearly,
all of the detatls are not yet resolved, yet the existence of the housing represents
one of the most attractive features of the enterpnise, and 1t 1s for that reason that
Chancellor Munitz has stated consistently that he will not accept any of the prop-
erty unless the housing 1s in¢luded

Criterion 8 1 The proposal must include a copy of the final environmental
impact report 1o expedite the review process, the Commission should be
provided all information related 1o the environmental impact report process
as 1 becomes available to responsible agencies and the public

The State University has submitted an “Environmental Impact Statement™ (com-
parable to an Environmental Impact Report) to the Commussion as part of its needs
analysis In addition, State University planners have been in close contact wath the
Fort Ord Reuse Group (FORG), which 1s a community-based committee oversee-
ing the entire base reuse process Also involved are the Monterey Bay Unified Asr
Pollution Control Distnct and the Association of Monterey Bay Governments,
among others

There are any number of questions about what 1s proposed to take place at Fort
Ord Without doubt, for example, the renovation and retrofitting of old bwildings
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Effects on other
institutions

will displace some amount of asbestos, and there may be other issues of air and
water pollution associated with the conversion process A major infrastructure
study has been completed, which has not exposed any problems that cannot be
mitigated There are the transportation 1ssues, as discussed n the previous section
regarding access from Salinas, and 1ssues regarding the cleanup of hazardous wastes

Thus last 1ssue has been of concern to many people, as questions have ansen about
the possibility of unexploded ordinance 1n the vicimity of the campus and the possi-
ble presence of ughly toxic chemucals As to the first, the 8,000-acre area several
miles to the south of the campus “footprint” shown in Display 4 on page 30 above
1s under quarantine at the present time due to the presence of unexploded muni-
tions, some of them dating back to World War I  As to the second, the State
Umniversity offers the following comment p 6-4)

The contaminated areas within the proposed boundanes of the new campus site at
Fort Ord are all areas where maintenance vards and motor parks were located
The pollutants at these sites have been charactenzed as light industnal pollutants
and are not considered difficult to clean up By Federal Law the US Army 1s the
responsible agent to ensure that each parcel of land 1s declared clean in accordance
with EPA standards prior to it being conveyed for any purpose to any other entity
outside the US Government CSU representatives have been working with Fort
Ord representatives to ensure that all environmental clean-up activity 1s complete
prior to conveyance of any parcels of property to the CSU

In short, there should be few problems regarding toxic wastes, and what problems
there are will not become the financial responsibility of the State of California

Criterion @ [ Other systems, institutions, and the community in which the new
institution is to be located should be consulted during the planming process,
especially at the ime that alternatives to expansion are explored. Strong
local, regional, and’or statewide inferest i the proposed facility must be
demonstrated by letters of suppor! from responsible agencies, groups, and
indrviduals

Criterion 9 2 [he establishment of a new Unmiversity of Califorma or
Califorma Srate University campus or educational center must lake into
consideration the impact of a new facility on existing and projected
enrollments in the neighboring institutions of its own and of other systems

The State University has been in close contact with neighboning groups and insti-
tutions, and there 1s little question that the establishment of the campus enjoys
“strong local, regional, and statewide interest ” In 1ts needs analysis, the State
University included letters of support for the proposal from United States Sena-
tors Boxer and Feinstein, Congressmen Dellums, Farr, Fazio, Mineta, and Panetta
(Just before he assumed his current duties), Assembly Member Rusty Areias, Jo-
seph A Cavanaugh, Project Coordinator for FORG, a local citizens organization,
Dan Albert, Mayor of Monterey, Ken White, Mayor of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Jack
Barlich, Mayor of Del Rey Oaks, Dawvid Pendergrass, Mayor of Sand City, and



Edith Johnson, Mayor of Marina In addition, the State Umversity conducted 1n-
terviews with all of the individuals shown in Appendix F -- a partial list from which
1s shown below

Califormia Community Colleges
Cabrillo Community College Distnict James Hurd, President
Gavilan Community College Distnict Glen Mayley, President
Hartnell Commumty College Distnct James Hardt, President
Monterey Pemmnsula College District  David Hopkins, President

Educanon officials
William Barr, Supenintendent, Monterey County Office of Education
Diane Sir1, Superintendent, Santa Cruz County Office of Education
James R Lowery, Supenntendent, San Benito County Office of Education
Supenntendents or admmstrators of 19 school distncts in the Tn-County area

Califormia State University

Dr Kenneth Secor, Vice President for Admimistration, California State
Umniversity, Bakersfield

Community and governmental organizations

Nicholas Papadakis, Executive Director of the Association of Monterey Bay
Area Governments

Barbara Shipnuk, Chairperson, Monterey County Board of Supervisors

Rick Lawrence, Executive Director, Monterey Pemnsula Chamber of Commerce
Tony Hill, Access Unhimited (African-Amenican Community Association)

Bob Nunez, President, Monterey County Hispamic Chamber of Commerce

The State University also provided a hist of scheduled interviews, which 1s includ-
ed in Appendix F

Further support for the Monterey Bay campus has come from “Education First!”
in Los Angeles -- an orgamzation founded by Lynda Guber and Carole Isenberg,
that includes such luminanes as LeVar Burton, Tony Danza, Danny DeVito, Hen-
ry Mancim, Sidney Poitier, and Brandon Tartikoff on 1ts board of directors  Chan-
cellor Munitz received an enthusiastic letter of support from Dawvid Garcia, the
organization’s program director, on February 22, 1994 (Appendix K) Given its
membership, this orgamzation could provide considerable assistance in the area of
private fund raising

“California Leadership,” a private organization that promotes leadership skills, has
agreed to assist 1n the planning of the proposed campus The group 1s concerned
with public policy 1ssues -- particularly those focusing on diversity -- and, as such,
1t should be able to offer valuable assistance in institutional development

Extensive consultation with the University of Califorma, Santa Cruz, resulted 1n
the sigmng of a Memorandum of Understanding on January 7, 1993 That memo-
randum recognizes the desire of the Santa Cruz campus to establish a Fort Ord
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Research Center on approximately 1,200 acres of land adjacent to the proposed
State University site It 1s the stated intention of the two parties to the agreement
to collaborate in planming efforts for the land conveyance, to provide regular ad-
minustrative interactions on all matters of mutual concern, and to share planning
costs where apphcable Other possibilities include the shaning of facilities and
space, which will have to be subject to future contractual agreements outside of
the scope of the memorandum, and perhaps faculty and student exchanges UC-
SC’s intent 15 to

provide for a grouping of governmental, educational, and industry research agen-
cies, forming a collaborative center This center will be designed to form the
basis of an educational mstitute and future technology transfer opportumties for
private entrepreneunal research and development activities in the field of environ-
mental science and related technology UCSC anticipates a central management
role in developing a research collaborative between educational, governmentai,
and other non-profit research mstitutions and agencies, and a leadershup role in
soheciting entrepreneunal research affiliated wath the center (Umiversity of Cali-
fornia, 1993, p 6)

This defines the Umversity’s objective of creating a research park that 1s intended
to attract a large number of technologically oniented firms that will contribute
significantly to the economic health and wealth of the region, and which will also
provide research, and perhaps teaching, opportumties for faculty at the Unmiversity
of Califorma and the Califorma State University There should also be additional
teaching opportumties for community college faculty

The State University has worked with the Cahifornia State Student Association to
ensure that students are fully integrated into all aspects of campus planning There
has also been extensive faculty consultation, not only with the statewide academic
senate, but with the faculty umon A “Letter of Agreement” with the union was
signed on January 14, 1994 (Appendix L) that creates the possibility for more
flexible arrangements with faculty than exist under the current collective bargain-
Ing agreement

Other contacts imitiated by the State Umiversity’s Office of Planning and Develop-
ment include those with the Moss Landing Marine Laboratones (a State Universi-
ty Consortium located on Monterey Bay), the Naval Postgraduate School, the
Defense Language Institute, the Monterey Institute for International Studies, Gold-
en Gate University, Monterey College of Law, and the Monterey Bay Aquanum/
National Oceanographic and Atmosphenc Admimstration (MBA/NOAA) A draft
Memorandum of Understanding among the State University, the Umversity of
Califorma, Monterey Peninsula College (MPC), the Defense Language Institute,
and the Monterey Institute for International Studies was released on February 17,
1994 for the purpose of creating a Center for Intensive Language and Culture
(CILC) The center will be located on the State University campus and will in-
volve concentrated language instruction in Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Ger-
man, liahan, Korean, Russian, and Spanish, with other languages to be added
later



An additional Memorandum of Understanding was drafted between the State Uni-
versity planning office and San Francisco State University, whereby San Francisco
State will provide assistance to Monterey Bay campus planners in the develop-
ment of a comprehensive academic program

Arrangements with local commumity colleges

Without question, there has been a great deal of consultation, discussion, negotia-
tion, and consensus building since the 1dea of a State Unmiversity campus in Mon-
terey first arose in July of 1991 At the same time, any project of this magnitude
and complexity will mevitably prompt hard questions from some quarters regard-
ing legitimate terntonal interests, and some of those questions are being asked by
the community colleges in the area, particularly Monterey Perunsula College (MPC)
On February 9, 1994, MPC Supenntendent/President David W Hopkins wrote to
Interim Provost Steven F Arvizu of Califorma State University, Monterey Bay,
expressing a number of concerns (Appendix [), in particular

1 What specific lower division courses are needed?
2 What special instructional approaches will be needed for these courses?
3 Who should offer the courses?

To answer the first question, Supenntendent Hopkins suggested a senes of focus
groups between Monterey Peninsula College faculty and Monterey Bay campus
planners These groups would review specific curnicular concerns in the areas of
business, computer science, English, English as a Second Language (ESL), and
other areas Regarding the second question, he suggested that discussions ensue
on such 1ssues as individualized instruction, distance learming, the needs of histor-
ically underrepresented groups, and other 1ssues Finally, he noted the severe im-
pact the closure of Fort Ord has had, and continues to have, on his institution

“Anything that can be done,” he added, “'to reduce this impact will be extremely
important to MPC n facing this senous fiscal deficit ”

In its first report on the Monterey Bay campus project, the Commssion included a
specific recommendation regarding State Umversity/Commumty College relation-
ships, which proposed (1993b, p 53)

that a hhaison commuittee consisting of representatives from the State Umversity,
the four community colleges in the region (Monterey Peninsula College, Hartnell
College, Gawvilan College, and Cabnllo College), and the Commission be estab-
lished for the purpose of discussing such 1ssues as lower-division course work at
Cahforma State University, Monterey Bay

That recommendation was introduced to the Commussion on September 13, 1993,
and approved on October 25 Unfortunately, the first formal meeting of the Liai-
son Committee was not held until February 14, 1994, and 1t was at that meeting
that Dr Hopkins presented his letter to all of the assembled participants One
other meeting of the commuttee 1s scheduled, although no focus group sessions are
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currently on the calendar, but overall, progress in implementing the Commussion’s
earlier recommendation has been slow, and 1t may be that very slowness that has
created less than 1deal working relationships between the proposed campus and
Monterey Penmsula College

Those relationships may begin to improve in the near future, as the State Univer-
sity has recently taken a more active interest in the fiscal circumstances of the
area’s community colleges, particularly Monterey Peminsula College In an ad-
dendum to the needs analysis, the State University pointed out not only that
Monterey Pemnsula College has been included in the Center for Intensive Lan-
guage and Culture agreement noted above, but that several other actions have
taken place, as follows (1994b, pp 1-5, 1- 6)

* A Work Group on Collaboration, one of the planming task forces for the new
campus, 1s being co-chaired by community college representatives, and other com-
munity college representatives will serve on task forces to advise and recommend
actions for programs and services at CSUMB

* In partnership with San Francisco State University, CSUMB 1s commutted to pro-
vide opporturuties for a vanety of academic and scholarly activities that can serve
CSUMB students as well as the interests of the local community colleges, includ-
ing environmental science, foreign languages, ethnic and cultural studies, and ap-
plications of multimedia studies to the educational process and the visual and
performung arts  Of specific note 1s the potential to develop a joint total immer-
sion program 1n selected foreign languages to take advantage of the residential
nature of CSUMB

* The planned technological infrastructure and distnbution capability of CSUMB
will enable the shanng of research, scholarship, and coursework with colleagues
in community colleges and other institutions of higher learming

+ The availability of extensive housing opportumitics at CSUMB provides an area of
potential collaboration for Monterey Peninsula College, in particular, to access
the housing for students interested in taking advantage of its notable programs

+ The close proximity of Monterey Peminsula College to CSUMB affords an oppor-
tumty to provide technological hnkages for the shanng of programs and services,
to develop model articulation and transfer arrangements, to seriously explore co-
teaching and joint use of facilities, to engage in creative pedagogical approaches,
to expenment with orgamzational altematives, and to explore some wnovative
transportation hinkages 1n conjunction with the local community

All of these imtiatives will doubtless be helpful if they are pursued aggressively
and i good faith, but 1t remains true that Monterey Peninsula College faces a
major fiscal reversal as a result of the closure of Fort Ord Most of that reversal 15
by no means the fault of the Califorma State Umversity and 1ts proposed new
campus, but 1s the result of the closure of the base itself Even if the State Uni-
versity had no plans for a new campus in Monterey, Monterey Peninsula College
would still have a fiscal problem

The general dimensions of the problem are shown in Display 29 on page 75, which
indicates that while the college’s current year (1993-94) budgetary losses are prob-



DISPLAY 29 Monterey Peninsula College Budgets, 1988-89 to [993-94

Revenue Source
State Revenue
General Fund

1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 199192 1992-93 1993.94!

$10248435  $11.399,344 $12.317,780 $11,653,201 $10,091,802 $7,145,604

Student Aid, DSPS, EQPS 554,562 626,841 664,823 792,113 814,519
Deferred Maintenance

Matniculation, Miscellaneous 722,667 562,198 637,044 511,750 553,770
Property Tax 80,479 82,004 83,783 88,688 88,168
Mandated Costs, Lottery,

Child Care, Miscellaneous 1.903,537 2.088.734 1331855 653,430 559,101

Subtotal
Local Revenue

$13,509,681 514,759,121 $15,035,285 $13,699,182 $12,107,360

Property Taxes $3 458,266 $£3,238,552 $4 242 734 $5 048 410 $6,125,004  $8,188,187
Sales and Donations 136 086 |58 645 91 387 83,205 55,251
Rents 25,550 27416 20 296 25 209 56,602
Citations 0 0 0 3263 6,659
Interest 150 805 229 391 196 028 120 458 124,840
Student Fees (includes non-
resident health and parking) 1,592,186 798519 1,994,147 2,201,494 2.769.977 1672607
Subtotal $5 362 893 $6,045,525 $6,544,592 $7 482 039 $9.138,423
Federal Revenue 613,423 $£580.857 £739 695 £658.238 81,274,499  $1,191,290
Miscellanecus Revenue 586,428 £56.642 5111697 §77.266 £228.656
Other Revenue? $3,491,273

Total Revenue

$19,572,425  $21.442,145 $22.431.269 $21.916 725 $22,748,938 21,688,961

Total Revenue, excluding Federal $18,959.002 520,861,288 521,691,574 $21,258,487 $21.474,439 20,497,671

1 Amounts are aggregated and contan preliminary estimates of total 1993-94 revenue

2 This includes revenue sources listed in other categones of the display but not detajled for the purposes of this budgetary projection.

Source Montercy Peminsula College

ably bearable with some general tightening, those 1n subsequent years are more
serious and will be more difficult to manage Between 1992-93 and 1993-94, and
excluding federal funds that are generally earmarked for vanous categonical pro-
grams and special activities, the college 1s due to lose almost $1 mullion, or about
4 6 percent of its budget In the three subsequent years, the State will deduct
about $350,000 per year to account for enrollment losses expenenced dunng 1993-
94, which will further aggravate the situation

Further losses will occur 1n student fee revenue and in revenue from various other
activities that are pnmanly enrollment driven such as the Lottery, sales, and cate-
goncal programs The enrollment losses are shown in Display 30 On the positive
side, there has been a considerable shift of State funding to local property tax
funding, as Display 29 shows clearly, with property tax revenues almost doubling
(93 0 percent increase) over the past three years between 1990-91 and 1993-94
According to the 1993-94 projectton supplied by the district, State apportionments
in the current year should equal only 34 9 percent of the total budget (excluding
federal funds) compared to 54 1 percent five years earlier Since property tax
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revenues are not stnictly enrollment-based,

DISPLAY 30 Enrollment History and Projection there should not only be no loss of local tax
Jor Monterey Peninsula College, 1988 to 1993 revenue, but an increase of over $2 million
Changes in Full-  Weekly Student between 1992-93 and 1993-94 That fact

full Headoonnt 21']'1'::[':; T'“é‘ﬂ;i:‘;:::m‘ E;“:::d':o"m alone w1}1 soften what might otherwise have

Term Studenis  Studemts  from Prior Yoar Enrollment been a crippling budgetary blow, but even with
1988 9,701 5,493 N/A 85 that, 1t appears that Monterey Peninsula Col-

1989 9,851 5,501 01% 84 lege can probably expect a net budgetary loss

1990 10,132 5,679 32% 84 of 10 percent of its budget through 1996-97

1991 9,808 5879 35% 90 from revenues received in 1990-91
1992 10,655 6271 6 6% 88
1993 8.744 4,851 39 6% 83 This situation suggests a policy of prudence,

Sourve Monterey Perunsula College
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Economic
efficiency

cooperation, and deliberation on the part of
both the State University and the region’s four
commuruty colleges, Monterey Peminsula Col-
lege 1n particular [n that regard, 1t 1s hope-
ful to note that the State University 1s actively engaged in a consultation process
with them, and that opporturities are being developed for community college fac-
ulty to become directly nvolved wath the new campus on 1ssues such as “the sharing
of courses, faculty, currtculum, students, and facilities (especially housing)” (1994b,
p 1-4) The State University’s signing of a Memorandum of Understanding with
the community colleges 1n the area -- a draft of which appears in Appendix J --
will go a long way towards increasing trust and cooperation, as will an effort by
the State University to begin its lower-division activities with as small a cadre of
students as possible Beyond that, the continuing involvement of the Liaison Com-
muitee between the campus and the community colleges in planning activities, and
the further involvement of focus groups and task forces on lower-division educa-
tion, transfer programs, articulation, and any number of other concerns of impor-
tance to both segments, will cement relations among the institutions and provide
a sohd foundation for the future

Cruerion 10 1 Since it is in the best interesis of the State 1o encourage
maxmmum economy of operaiion, priority shall be given to proposals for new
mnstitutions where the State of Califorma is rehieved of all or part of the
financial burden When such proposals include gifts of land, construction
costs, or equipment, a mgher priority shall be granted to such projecis than
lo projects where all cosis are borne by the State, assurming all other critenia
listed above are satisfied

Criterion 10 2 A higher priority shall be given to projects involving
intersegmental cooperation, provided the systems or institutions involved
can demonsirate a financial savings or programmatic advantage to the Siate
as a result of the cooperative effort

On January 26, 1994, the State University’s Trustees received an extensive progress
report on the proposed acquisition of the 1,300 acres at Fort Ord for Cahfornia



State Umversity, Monterey Bay That item contained several sections, which are
quoted in part below, that speak directly to the question of economic efficiency
(1994a, p 3)

The decision to downsize sigmificantly the military operation at Fort Ord presents
an unprecedented opportumity  to undertake a major base conversion projection
that will have a significant economic impact upon the local region and add future
enrollment capacity to the CSU

The availability of the [and, infrastructure, and facihities, plus the federal govern-
ment’s commutment to help fund the capital conversion, provides

+ A strong incentive for the state to obtain the property and facilittes  fora CSU
campus adjacent to a UC research center, and other property that wall be used by
local community colleges and at least two independent higher education institu-
tions

* A strong incentive for the CSU  to design and develop a new campus with
modern technological capacity sufficient to deliver educational programs to Cal-
iforma’s students in the 21st century and a collaborative and cooperative “edu-
cational park™ to address a varety of educational needs and interests

* A strong incentive for the local communities to support the conversion from
defense to education as a means of replacing the economic activity that will be
lost as the military operation at Fort Ord 1s reduced

In addition, the State Umiversity’s revised needs analysis detailed a number of pos-
sible consequences that could result if the campus 1s not created Some of these
related to negative impacts on the local economy -- which may well be serious but
cannot become the focus of this report  Whatever those impacts may be, a stmilar
argument could be made for almost any region of the State suffering a base clo-
sure The issue for the Commussion, and for the State Umversity as well, is wheth-
er a campus in Monterey 1s needed and fiscally viable [f 1t meets those two tests,
then the economc benefits to the region are a bonus If it does not meet those
tests, then the proposal wastes scarce pubhc resources and probably serves as only
a temporary panacea for the region

The other argument noted in the needs analysis -- that the failure to establish the
campus could have negative consequences for the State University -- 1s more per-
suasive (1994b, pp 10-2 and 10-3)

Consequences for the CSU and the state would include

* A mussed opportunity to establish a campus in a relatively large and growing
regron where a significant portion of the upcoming college age cohort 1s com-
prised of underserved minonities This 15 not to say that a CSU campus would
never be established in the region but only that such a campus would have to be
estabhshed at a later date on property acquired at much greater expense and
effort  Given the continuing questions about the state’s future capacity to fund
public higher education bond 1ssues, and the related uncertainty about the pas-
sage of future public higher education bond issues, especially in hight of the
current proposal to finance earthquake repairs and retrofits with bonds that wall
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be on the next ballot, the Fort Ord property with its existing inventory of struc-
tures seems a particularly appropnate acquisition for the state

* Less future capacity to accommodate enrollment growth [f the state’s popula-
tion continues to grow as projected by the Califorma Department of Finance,
and assuming students continue to enroll in the CSU at approximately the same
rate as they have histoncally, the CSU will need to accommodate a substantial
growth n enrollments Monterey Bay will provide some of the capacity to
accommodate this growth within the region and for the state as a whole

It 1s probably a truism that any plan capable of attracting wide attention will also
attract its share of cnitics, regardless of its ments The proposal to establish a
baccalaureate university at Fort Ord 1s certamly large in its scale, and 1t has attract-
ed some who question both its feasibility and its fiscal prudence In time, as the
academic and administrative plans develop, it 1s hkely that other cntics will anise to
argue that one element or another 1s flawed Of the cniticism or questions that
have thus far ansen, perhaps the most curious 1s the charge that the creation of a
campus at Fort Ord 1s somehow 1ll conceived from a fiscal standpoint Of all possi-
bilities, the evidence suggests that this is the criticism least likely to stand the test
of time

Previously, Display 21 presented a preliminary estimate of the value of the proper-
ty in Monterey, and while one may question whether an acre of land at Fort Ord 1s
worth $100,000, $250,000, or $500,000, depending on usage, there can be no
doubt that Cahforma will be receiving a substantial bequest from the federal gov-
ernment Not only are the land and structures worth somewhere near $1 billion,
the federal government 1s also contnbuting further millions to renovate and con-
vert the facilities for educational use

The argument that the “gift” of Fort Ord 1s not cost effective is to argue that there
will not be a need for another campus of the Califormia State University system,
that the campus is so poorly located as to be wasteful of the funds needed to
support it, or that the State will have to invest such large sums to render the prop-
erty usable that 1t would be better not to accept the property at all In the Commus-
sion’s view, none of those contentions can be supported

The enrollment projections discussed earlier in this report indicate that the physi-
cal capacity of the system must be expanded in the near future In the near term,
through about 2005, that capacity can be accommodated by building new build-
ings on existing campuses, but by 2010, even those existing campuses will not be
able to accommodate the total expected to desire admission Yet even if the State
University system could enroll all of the students projected by the Department of
Finance to desire attendance in 2010, the State’s choice for as many as 10,000 to
15,000 of those students 1s between building new buildings eventually at State
expense or accepting free buildings now at federal expense The better choice for
the State seems apparent

Other arguments -- that the location 1s poor or that excessive costs are involved --
are not supported by the facts The former argument could be cogent 1f any one of



three conditions was present (1) the campus were wholly or even pnmanly de-
pendent on a small local population to generate its student body, (2) there were no
housing facilities to provide for students and others residing outside the area, and
(3) Califorma was not on the verge of expenencing a revolution n information
technology In fact, none of these conditions 1s present

The population n the Tn-County area 1s sufficient to form the new institution’s
basic nucleus but msufficient to provide for the enrollment anticipated at matunity
-- some 25,000 full-time-equrvalent students It 1s for that reason that the housing
on the base 1s so critical, and why the State University has made 1t clear that it will
not accept the property unless the housing umts and dormitory buildings are n-
cluded With that housing, however, students can come from all over California,
making the Monterey Bay campus the first truly statewide institution in the State
Umiversity system For that reason alone, the campus cannot be evaluated strictly
on the basis of local or regional demographics

The third condition 15 perhaps the most telling No one can predict exactly what
the new information superhighway may bring, but the idea that “anywhere is ev-
erywhere” seems to be gaiming acceptance and offers a very powerful paradigm
for the future of education The State Umversity has stated that 1t wall use technol-
ogy widely and with great vanety at the proposed campus, and that it will form
linkages with dozens of institutions 1n the local area, nationally, and even interna-
tionally For some, those linkages may seem to imply only interactive television --
which the State University has used to good advantage -- but interactive television
will only be one of many technological tools used to deliver the curriculum To
compare today’s delivery systems to those of the first several decades of the twen-
ty-first century is probably to compare a Model T Ford to a Continental Mark
VII1 The future of digital cellular technology 1n concert with multi-media based
computers will change almost everything about the way information 1s transmitted
from one person to another The Commussion discussed these possibilities at some
length i its earler report on the Monterey Bay campus, and the State University
has expanded that discusston 1n 1ts needs analysis As a consequence, 1t 1S not
difficult to predict that the location of the proposed California State University
campus in Monterey wll turn out to be entirely utilitanan for the age it will serve

(nven these considerations, and assuming various federal commitments for reno-
vations are kept, there should be little doubt that substantial fiscal savings will
accrue to the State as a result of the acquisition of the federal property

The only remaiming cntenon relates to the intersegmental uses of facilities and the
possibility of demonstrating financial savings In this regard, the State University
1s continuing to develop a senes of memoranda of understanding with many insti-
tutions in the local area and around the State  As noted earlier in this report, mem-
oranda already developed include those with Monterey Peninsula College, the De-
fense Language Institute, the Monterey Institute for International Studies, San Fran-
cisco State Umversity, and the University of Califorma at Santa Cruz Discussions
are n progress with all the community colleges in the area, the Moss Landing
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Conclusion

Manne Laboratones (which 1s a consortium nvolving five State Umversity cam-
puses in northern California), the Naval Postgraduate School, Golden Gate Uni-
versity, the Monterey College of Law, and the Monterey Bay Aquarium/National
Oceanographic and Atmosphenc Admimstration (NOAA) The strong possibility
exists that housing will be made available to the community colleges Once the
1ssues involving the provision of lower-division instruction are resolved, there may
also be opporturties for community college faculty to teach at the Monterey Bay
campus, or for campus faculty to teach at the community colleges Much remains
to be accomplished, but the prospects for cooperation combined with the commut-
ment 1o sound planning among all concerned offer a basis for optimism

For all of the reasons presented above in response to the Commission‘s cntena for
approving new campuses, the Commussion has offered the conclusions that appear
in Part One of this report
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Guidelines for Review of Proposed
University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers

Commission responsibilities and aquthority re-
garding new campuses and centers

Section 66904 of the California Education Code
expresses the intent of the Legisiature that the
sites for new institutions or branches of public
postsecondary education will aot be authorized
or acqured unless recommended by the Com-
mission. .
It is the intent of the Legislature that sites
for new mstitutions or branches of the
University of California and the California
State University, and the classes of off-
campus centers as the Commission shall
determine, shall not be authorized or ac-
quired unless recommended by the Com-
misgion.
It 1s further the intent of the Legisiature
that California community colleges shall
not receive State funds for acquisition of
sites or construction of new institutions,
branches or off<campus centers unless
recommended by the Commussion Ac-
quisition or construction of non-State-
funded commumty colleges, branches and
off-campus centers, and proposals for ac-
quisition or construction shall be reported
to and may be reviewed and commented
upon by the Commission,

Evolution and purpose of t}f Suidelines

In order to carry out its givien responsibihities in
this area, the Commussion adopted policies relat-
mg to the review of new campuses and centers
in April 1975 and revised those policies in Sep-~

! Adapted from. Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commussion CPEC Report ?2-18, August 1992

tember 1978 and Soptomber 1982 Both the
1975 document and the two revisions outlined
the Commussion's basic assumptions under
which the guidelines and procedures were de-
veloped and then specified the proposals subject
to Commission review, the criteria for reviewing
proposals, the schedule to be followed by the
segments when submitting proposals, and the
contents of the required "needs studies "

In 1990, the Commussion approved a substantive
revision of what by then was called Guidelines
Jor Review of Proposed Campuses and Qff-
Campus Centers. Through that revision, the
Commussion sought to incorporate a statewide
planning agenda into the quasi-regulatory func-
tion the guidelines have always represented, and
the result was a greater systemwide attention to
statewide perspectives than had previously been
in evidence These new guidelines called for a
statewide pian ffom each of the systems, then a
“Letter of Intent" that identified a system's plans
to create one or more new institutions, and fi-
nally, a formal needs study for the proposed new
instithtion that would provide certain prescribed
data elements and satisfy specific cntena At
each stage of ths process, the Commussmion
would be able to comment either positively or
negatively, thereby ensuring that planning for a
new campus or center would not proceed to a
pont where 1t could not be reversed should the
evidence indicate the necessity for a reversal

This I:hree-stage review concept statewide plan,
prelimnary review, then final review appears to
be fundamentally sound, but some clanfications
of the 1990 documenti have nevertheless become
essential, for several reasons

|

+ In those Guidelines, the Commussion stated
only brefly its requirements for a statewide
plan and for letters of intent. These re-
quirements warrant greater clanficahon,
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particularly regarding the need for intersys-
tem cooperation, to assist the systems and
community college districts in the develop-
ment of proposals,

+ The 1990 Guidehnes assumed that a single |
set of procedures could be applied to all .
three public systems In practice, this as-
sumption was overly optimistic, and this |
1992 revision more specifically recognizes
the major functional differences among the
three systems.

¢ The procedures for developing enroﬂmt;
projections need to be altered to account for \
the curtailment of activities created by the |
severe staffing reductions at the Demo- ‘
graphic Research Unit -of the Department of
Finance, which have eliminated its ability to
make special projections for community
college districts and-reduced its capacity to
project graduate enrollments.

¢ The unprecedented number of proposals
emanating from the community colleges, as
well as the staff reductions experienced by
the Commission, require a streamlining of
the approval process. Consequently, certain
timelines have been shortened, and all have
been clarified as to the duration of review at
each stage of the process.

+ Over the years, the distinctions among sev-
eral terms, such as college," "center,” and
“institution," have become unclear

By 1992, experience with the 1990 procedures
suggested that they needed revision in order to
overcome these problems and accommodate the
changed planmng environment in California,
particularly related to California’s diminished fi-
nancial resources and growing college-age pop-
ulation,

Policy assumptions used in developing these
guidelines

The following six policy assumptions are central
to the development of the procedures and crite-
ria that the Commission uses in reviewing pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus cen-
ters.

1 It is State policy that each resident of Cali-
fornia who has the capacity and motivation
to benefit from higher education will have
the opportunity to enroll 1n an institution of
higher education. The California Commu-
nity Colleges shall continue to be accessible
to all persons at least 18 years of age who
can benefit from the instruction offered, re-
gardless of district boundanes. The Cal-
fornia State University and the University of
California shall continue to be accessible to
first-time freshmen among the pool of stu-
dents eligible according to Master Plan eligi-
bility guidelines. Master Plan guidelines on
undergraduate admussion prorities will con-
tinue to be (1) continuing undergraduates in
good standing; (2) California residents who
are successful transfers from Califoria pub-
lic community colleges, (3) Califorma resi-
dents entenng at the freshman or sophomore
level; and (4) residents of other states or
foreign countries

2. The differentiation of function among the
systems with regard to institutional mission
shail continue to be as defined by the State's
Master Plan for Higher Education

3. The University of California plans and de-

velops its campuses and off-<campus centers
on the basis of statewide need.

4 The California State Umversity plans and

develops its campuses and off-campus cen-
ters on the basis of statewide needs and spe-
cal regional considerations



5 The California Community Colleges plan
and develop their campuses and off-campus
centers on the basis of local needs

6 Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and observed by all campuses of public
postsecondary education. These capacities
are determined on the basis of statewide and
institubonal economies, community and
campus environment, physical limitations on
Campus size, program requirements and stu-
dent enrollment levels, and internal organi-
zation. Planned enroilment capacities are es-
tabhished by the governing boards of com-
munity college districts (and reviewed by the
Board of Governors of the Califorma Com-
munity Colleges), the Trustees of the Cali-
fornia State University, and the Regents of
the University of California.

Definitions

For the purposes of these guiéleliues, the follow-
ing definitions shall apply:

Outreach Operation (all systems) An outreach
operation i3 an enterprise, operated away from a
community college or university campus, in
leased or donated facilities, which offers credit
courses supported by State funds, and which
serves a student population of less than 500 full-
time-equivalent students (FTES) at a single lo-
cation

Educational Center (California Commumty Col-
leges). An educational center is an offcampus
enterpnse owned or leased by the parent distnict
and admunistered by a parent icollege The cen-
ter must enroll 8 minimum |of 500 full-time-
equivalent students, maintain jan on-site admini-
stranon (typically headed by a dean or director,
but not by a president, changellor, or superin-
tendent), and offer programs leading to certifi-
cates or degrees to be conferred by the parent
institutton
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Educanonal Center (The California State Uni-
versity) An educational center is an off-campus
enterprise owned or leased by the Trustees and
admunisiered by a parent State University cam-
pus. The center must offer courses and pro-
grams only at the upper division and graduate
levels, enrcll a minimum of 500 full-time-
equivalent students, maintain an on-site admini-
stration (typically headed by a dean or director,
but not by a president), and offer certificates or
degrees to be conferred by the parent mstitution
Educational facilities operated in other states
and the District of Columbia shall not be re-
garded as educational centers for the purposes
of these guidelines, unless State capital outlgy
funding is used for construction, renovation, or

equipment

Educational Center (Umversity of Califorrua)
An educational center is an off-campus enter-
prnse owned or leased by the Regents and ad-
ministered by 2 parent University campus The
center must offer courses and programs only at
the upper division and graduate levels, enroll a
minimum of 500 full-time-equivalent students,
mamtain an on-site admunistration typically
headed by a dean or director, but not by a chan-
cellor), and offer certificates or degrees to be
conferred by the parent institution Organized
Research Units (ORUS) and the Northern and
Southern Regional Library Facilities shail not be
regarded as educational centers. Educational
facilities operated in other states and the Distrnict
of Columbia shall not be regarded as educational
centers unless State capital outlay funding s
used for construction, renovation, or equipment

College (California Community Colleges) A
full-service, separately accredited, degree and
certificate granting institution offerng a full
complement of lower-division programs and
services, usually at a single campus location
owned by the distnct, colleges enroll a mummum
of 1,000 full-ime-equivalent students A col-
lege will have its own admumstration and be
headed by a president or a chancellor
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University Campus (Unaversity of California and
The California State Umversitya{ A separately
accredited, degree-granting institution offering
programs at the lower division, upper division,
and graduate levels, usually at 4 single campus
location owned by the Regents ¢r the Trustees,
university campuses enroll a munimum of 1,000
full-time-equivalent students A university cam-
pus will have its own administration and be
headed by a president or chanceilor

Institunion (all three systems) As used in these
guidelines, “institution" refers to an educational
center, a college, or a university campus, but not
to am outreach operation

Projects subject to Commission| review

New institutions (educational centers, campuses,
and colleges) are subject to review, while out-
reach operations are not The Commission may,
however, review and comment on other projects
comsistent with its overall State planning and
coordination role

Stages in the review process

Three stages of systemwide responsibility are
involved in the process by which the Commis-
ston reviews proposals for new institutions (1)
the formulation of a long-range pian by each of
ths three public systems, (2) the submission of a
"Letter of Intent to Expand” by the systemwide
goveming board; and (3) the submussion of a
"Needs Study” by the systemwide govemning
board Each of these stages is discussed below

1 The systemwide long-range plan

Plang for new institutions shoul‘d ¢ made by the
Regents, the Trustees, and the Board of Gover-
nors only after the adoption lof a systemwide
plan that addresses total statewide long-range
growth needs, including the ca‘P ity of existing
institutions to accommodate those needs FEach

governing board should submut its statewide
plan to the Commussion for review and comment
(with copies to the Department of Finance, the
Demographic Research Unit, and the Office of
the Legislative Analyst) before proceeding with
plans for the acqusition or construction of new
institutions Each system must update its sys-
temwide long-range plan every five years and
submit it to the Commission for review and
comment.

Each systemwide long-range plan should include
the following elements-

+ For all three public systems, a 15-year un-
dergraduate enrollment projection for the
system, presented in terms of both head-
count and full-time-equivalent students
(FTES) Such projections shall include & full
explanation of all assumptions underiying
them, consider the annual projections devel-
oped by the Demographic Research Unit of
the Department of Finance, and explain any
significant departures from those projec-
tions.

+ For the University of California and the Cal-
ifornia State Umiversity, a systemwide 15-
year graduate enrollment projection, pre-
sented with a full explanation of all assump-
tions underlying the projection

+ Each of the three public systems should
provide evidence within the long-range plan
of cooperative planning with Califorma's
other public systems, such as documentation
of official contacts, meetings, correspon-
dence, or other efforts to integrate its own
planung with the planning efforts of the
other public systems and with any ndepend-
ent colleges and universities in the area The
physical capacities of exasting independent
colleges and umiversines should be consd-
ered If disagreements exast among the sys-
tems regarding such matters as enrollment
projections or the scope, location, construc-
tton, or conversion of new facilittes, the



long-range plan should clearly state the na-
ture of those disagreements

+ For all three public sysfems, the physical and
planned enrollment capacity of each institu-
tion within the system. Physical capacity
ghall be determined by analyzing existing ca-
pacity space plus funded capacity projects
Planned enrollment capacity shall be the ul-
timate enrollment capacity of the institution
a3 determined by the respective governing
board of the system — Regents, Trustees, or
Board of Governors

For all three public systems, a development
plan that includes the approximate opening
dates (within a range of plus or minus two
years) of all new institutions — educational
centers, community colleges, and unmiversity
campuses; the approximate capacity of those
institutions at opening and after five and ten
years of operation, the geographic area in
which each institution is to be located
(region of the State for the University of
California, county or city for the Califorma
State Umversity, and district for community
colleges); and whether 8 center is proposed
to be converted into a community college or
university campus within the 15-year period
specified

+ A projection of the capital outlay cost (ex-
cluding bond interest) of any new institu-
tions proposed to be built within the 15-year
peniod specified, arrayed by capacity at vari-
Ous stages over the fifteen-year period (e g
opemung enrollment of 2,000 FTES, 5,000
FTES five years later, etc ), together with a
Statement of the assumptions used to de-
velop the cost projection.

L 4

+ A projection of the ongoing capital outlay
cost (excluding bond j terest) of existing
nstitutions, arrayed by the cost of new space
to accommodate enrollment growth, and the
cost to renovate existing buidings and in-
frastructure, together with a statement of the
assumptions used to develop the cost pro-
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jection, and with maintenance costs included
only if the type of maintenance mvolved 1s
normally part of a system's capital outlay
budget

2 The "Letter of Intent to Expand"

New umversity campuses. No less than five
years prior to the time 1t expects its first capital
outlay appropriation, the Regents or the Trus-
tees should submit to the Commussion (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demo-
graphic Research Unit, and the Office of the
Legislative Analyst) a "Letter of Intent to Ex-
pand " This letter should contain the following
information

+ A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection
for the new university campus (from the
campus's opening date), developed by the
systemwide central office, which should be
consistent with the statewide projections de-
veloped annually by the Demographic Re-
search Unit of the Department of Finance
The systemwide central office may seek the
advice of the Umit in developing the projec-
tion, but Unit approval is not required at this
stage

+ The geographic location of the new unver-
sity campus (region of the State for the Umn-
versity of California and county or city for
the California State University)

+ If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of more than one new
institution, the reason for prioritizing the
proposed university campus ahead of other
new institutions should be specified

+ A time schedule for development of the new
university campus, including  preliminary
dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final bwidout, and intermediate stages

¢+ A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation
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+ A copy of the resolution by the governing
board authonzing the new uTnvers:ty cam-
pus

+ Maps of the area in which the proposed uni-
versity campus is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and highway configurations

Conversion by the Unrversity of Califorma or
the Califorma State Unmiversity of an existing
educanonal center to a uriversity campus: No
less than three years prior to the time 1t expects
to enroll lower division students for the first
time, the Regents or the Trustees should submit
to the Commission (with copies to the Depart-
ment of Finance, the Demographic Research
Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a
“Letter of Intent to Expand " This letter should
contain the following information

¢ The complete enrollment history (headcount
and full-time-equivalent students) or the
previous ten years hustory (whighever is less)
of the educational center. A preliminary ten-
year earollment projection for the new uni-
versity campus (from the campus's opening
date), developed by the systemwide central
office, which should be consistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by
the Demographic Research Unit of the De-
partment of Finance The systemwide cen-
tral office may seek the advice jof the Unit in
developing the projection, but Unit approval
18 not required at this stage.

+ If the statewrde plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of other new institu-
tion(s), the reason for priontizing the pro-
posed university campus ahead of other new
mstitutions should be specified

+ A time schedule for convertmlg the educa-
tional center and for developing the new
university campus, including preliminary
dates and enrollment levels at'the opening,
final buildout, and intermediate ;staga

—— - 6
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¢ A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation for the new university campus

¢ A copy of the resolution by the governing
board authorizing conversion of the educa-
tional center to a university campus

+ Maps of the area in which the proposed uni-
versity campus is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and lghway configurations

New educanonal centers of the Unmwversity of
Califorma and the Califorma State University.
No less than two years prior to the time it ex-
pects its first capital outlay appropnation, the
Regents or the Trustees should submut to the
Commussion with copies to the Department of
Finance, the Demographic Research Unit, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a "Letter
of Intent to Expand " This letter should contain
the following information

¢ A preliminary five-year enrollment projec-
tion for the new educational center (from the
center's opemung date), developed by the
systemwide central office, which should be
consistent with the statewide projections de-
veloped annually by the Demographic Re-
search Unit of the Department of Finance
The systemwide central office may seek the
advice of the Unit in developing the projec-
tion, but Unit approval 1s not required at thss
stage

+ The location of the new educational center
1n terms as specific as possible An area not
exceeding a few square mules in size should
be identified

+ If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquusition of more than one new
nstitution, the reasons for priontizing the
proposed educational center ahead of other
new institutions should be specified

+ A time schedule for development of the new
educational center, including preliminary



dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final buildout, and intermediate stages

¢ A tentative ten-year capital outiay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropnation.

¢ A copy of the resolution by the governing
board authonzing the new educational cen-
ter

¢ Maps of the area in which the proposed edu-
cational center is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and highway configurations

New Califorma Commurity Colleges No less
than 36 months prior to the time it expects its
first capital outlay appropriation, the Board of
Gowvarnors of the California Commumty Col-
leges should submit to the Commission {with
copigs to the Department of Finance, the Demo-
graphic Research Unit, and the Office of the
Legialative Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Ex-
pand.” This letter should contain the following
information
¢ A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection
for the new college (from the college's open-
ing date), developed by the district and/or
the Chancellor's Office, which should be
consistent with the statewide projections de-
veloped annually by the Demographic Re-
search Umt of the Department of Finance
The Chancellor's Office may seek the advice
of the Unit in developing the projection, but
Unit approval is not required at this stage,

+ The location of the new college in terms as
specific as possible, usually not exceeding a
few square miles

+ A copy of the district's mo# recent five-year
capital construction plan.

¢ If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
ron or acquisition of more than one new -
stitution within the 15-year term of the plan,
the plan should pnontize the proposed new
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colleges i terms of three five-year ntervals
(near term, mid term, and long term) Prior-
ities within each of the five-year peniods of
time shall be established through the Board
of Govemors five-year capital outlay plan-
ning process required by Supplemental Lan-
guage to the 1989 Budget Act

+ A time schedule for development of the new
college, including prelimmary dates and en-
rollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages

¢+ A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation.

+ A copy of the resolution by the local govern-
ing board authorizing the new college

¢+ Maps of the area in which the proposed new
college is to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and
highway configurations

New Caltforma Commumty College educational
certers: No less than 18 months prior to the
time it expects its first capital outlay appropna-
tion, the Board of Governors of the Califorma
Community Colleges should submut to the Com-
nussion (with copres to the Department of Fin-
ance, the Demographic Research Unit, and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst) a "Letter of
Intent to Expand.” Ths letter should contamn
the following information

¢ A preliminary five-year enrollment projec-
tion for the new educational center (from the
center's openng date), developed by the
district and/or the Chancellor's Office, which
should be consistent with the statewide pro-
Jections developed annually by the Demo-
graphic Research Unit of the Department of
Finance The Chancellor's Office may seek
the advice of the Unit i developing the pro-
jection, but Unit approval 1s not required at

this stage
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+ The location of the new educational center
in terms as specific as possible, usually not
exceeding a few square miles

* A copy of the district's most recent five-year
capital construction plan

+ If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of more than one new in-
stitution within the 15-year term of the plan,
the plan should prioritize the proposed new
centers in terms of three five-year intervals
{near term, mid term, and long term), Prior-
ities within each of the five-year penods of
time shall be established through the Board
of Governors five-year capital outlay plan-
mng process required by Supplemental Lan-
guage to the 1989 Budget Act |

+ A time schedule for development of the new
educational center, including preliminary
dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final bwidout, and intermediate stages

¢ A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay

appropriation.
I

+ A copy of the resolution by the local govern-
ing board authonzing the new educational
center

+ Maps of the area in which the proposed edu-
cational center is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and lighway coafigurations ‘

3 Commussion response (o the "Letter of in-

tent to Expand”

Once the "Letter of Intent to Expand" is re-
cetved, Comnussion staff will review the enroll-
ment projections and other data and information
that serve as the basis for the proposed new in-
stitution  If the plans appear to be reasonable,
the Comnussion's executive director will advise
the systemwide chief executive oﬂﬁi;‘:‘t to move
forward with site acquisition or er devel-
opment plans The Executive Director may in

this process raise concerns about defects in the
Letter of Intent to Expand that need to be ad-
dressed in the planning process If the Execu-
tive Director is unable to advise the chief execu-
tive officer to move forward with the expansion
plan, he or she shall so state to the chief execu-
tve officer prior to notifying the Department of
Finance and the Legislature of the basis for the
negative recommendation The Executive Di-
rector shall respond to the chief executive offi-
cer, in writing, no later than 60 days following
submission of the Letter of Intent to Expand to
the Commission.

4 Development of the "needs study"

Following the Executive Director's prelzrunary
recommendation to move forward, the system-
wide central offices shall proceed with the final
process of identifying potential sites for the new
institution. If property for the new institution 15
already owned by the system, alternative sites
must be identified and considered in the manner
required by the California Environmental Quality
Act. So as to avoid redundancy in the prepara-
tion of nformation, all materials germane to the
environmental impact report process shall be
made available to the Commussion at the same
time that they are made available to the desig-
nated responsible agencies Upon approval of
the environmental impact report by the lead
agency, the systemwide central office shall for-
ward the final environmental impact report for
the site as well as the final needs study for the
new institution to the Commission The needs
study must respond fully to each of the criteria
outlined below, which collectively will constitute
the basis on which the proposal for the new in-
stitution will be evaluated The needs study
shall be complete only upon recept of the envi-
ronmental impact report, the academic master
plan, the special enrollment projection approved
by the Demographic Research Unit, and com-
plete responses to each of the cnitena Listed be-
low



5 Comnussion action

Once the Commission has received the com-
pleted needs study, the Excessive Director shall
certify the completeness of that Needs Study to
the systemwide chief executive officer The
Commission shall take final action on any pro-
poaal for a new institution according to the fol-
lowing schedule

New umversity campus

Univeraity of California. One Year
The California State Unuiversity One Year

New college
California Commuruty Colleges. Six Months
New Educational Center

University of Califorrua. Six Months

The California State University Six Months
California Community Colleges: Four
Months

Once the Commission has taken action on the
proposal, the Executive Director will notify the
appropnate legislative committee chairs, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Leg-
islative Analyst

Criteria for evaluating proposals

As stated in Sections 66903(2a] and 66903(5]
of the Education Code, the Commission's res-
ponsibility 1s to determine “the need for and lo-
catton of new institutions and campuses of pub-
lic hugher education * The criteria below follow
that categorization

Criteria related to need
1 Enrollment projections

1 1 Enrollment projections must be sufficient to
Justify the establishment of the "new institution,"
as that term 13 defined above. For a proposed
new educational center, enrollment projections

‘ |
d_
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for each of the first five years of operation (from
the center's opening date), must be provided
For a proposed new college or umversity cam-
pus, enrollment projections for each of the first
ten years of operation (from the college's or
campus's opening date) must be provided
When an existing educational center is proposed
to be converted to 2 new college or university
campus, the center's previous enrollment history,
or the previous ten year's history (whichever 1s
less) must also be provided

As the designated demographic agency for the
State, the Demographic Research Umnit has the
statutory responsibility for preparing systemwide
and district enrollment For a proposed new
institution, the Unit will approve all projections
of undergraduate enrollment developed by a
systemwide centrai office of one of the public
systems or by the community college district
proposing the new institution The Unit shall
provide the systems with advice and mstructions
on the preparation of enrollment projections
Community College projections shall be devel-
oped pursuant to the Umt's instructions

Undergraduate enrollment projections for new
institutions of the Umiversity of Califorma and
the California State University shall be presented
n terms of headcount and full-time-equivaient
students (FTES) Lower-division enrollment
projections for new nstitutions of the California
Commumity Colleges shall be presented in terms
of headcount students, Woeekly Student Contact
Hours (WSCH), and WSCH per headcount stu-
dent

Graduate and professional student enrollment
projections shall be prepared by the systemwide
central office proposing the new institution In
preparing these projections, the specific meth-
odology and/or rationale generating the projec-
tions, an analysis of supply and demand for
greduate education, and the need for new gradu- -
ate and professional degrees, must be provided

12 For a new University of Califorma campus,
statewide enrollment projected for the Umver-
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sity should exceed the planned enrollment cap-
acity of exisung University campuses and edu-
cational centers as defined n the systemwide
long-range plan developed by the Regents pur-
suant to Item 1 of these guidelines 1If the state-
wide enrollment projection does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity for the University
gystem, compelling statewide needs for the es-
tablishment of the new university campus must
be demonstrated In order for compelling state-
wide needs to be established, the University
must demonstrate why these needs deserve pri-
ority attention over competing systemwide
needs for both support and capital outlay fund-
ng

13 For a new University of California educa-
tional center, statewide enrollment projected for
the University should exceed the pianned en-
rollment capacity of existing University cam-
puses and educational centers as defined in the
systemwide long-range plan developed by the
Regents pursuant to [tem 1 of these guidelines
If the statewide enrollment projection does not
exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the
University system, compelling statewide needs
for the establishment of the new educational
center must be demonstrated In order for com-
pelling statewide needs to be established, the
Unmversity must demonstrate why these needs
deserve priority attention over competing needs
in other sectors of the University for both sup-
port and capital outlay funding

14 For a new California State University cam-
pus, statewide enrollment projected for the State
University system should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing State Unmiversity
campuses and educational centers as defined i
the systemwide long-range plan developed by
the Board of Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of
these gwdelines If the statewide enrollment
projection does not exceed the planned enroll-
ment capacity for the system, compelling re-
gional needs must be demonstrated In order for
compelling regional needs to be 'demonstrated,
the system must specify why these regional
|

10

needs deserve prionity attention over competing
needs in other sectors of the State University
system for both support and capital outlay fund-
ing

15 For a new California State University edu-
cational center, statewide enrollment projected
for the State University system should exceed
the planned enrollment capacity of existing State
University campuses and educational centers as
defined in the systemwide long-range plan de-
veloped by the Board of Trustees pursuant to
Item 1 of these guidelines If the statewide en-
rollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity for the State Umivermty
system, compelling statewide or regional needs
for the establishment of the new educational
center must be demonstrated In order for com-
pelling statewide or regional needs to be estab-
lished, the State University must demonstrate
why these needs deserve prionty attention over
competing needs in other sectors of the Um-
versity for both support and capital outlay fund-

ing.

16 For a new community coilege or educa-
tional center, enroliment projected for the dis-
tnct proposing the college or educational center
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity
of existing distnict colleges and educational cen-
ters If the district enrollment projection does
not exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing distnct colleges or educational centers,
compelling regional or local needs must be
demonstrated. The district shall demonstrate lo-
cal needs by satisfying the requirements of the
criteria specified in these guidelines Regronal
and statewide needs shall be demonstrated by
the Board of Governors through the long-range
planning process

2, Programmatic altematives

21 Proposals for new mstituttons should ad-
dress at least the following alternatives (1) the
possibility of establishing an educational center
mstead -of a umversity campus or commumty
college; (2) the expansion of existing institu-
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tionE, (3) the increased utilization of existing
institutions, particularly 1 the afternoons and
evenings, and during the summer months, 4) the
shared use of existing or new facilities and pro-
grams with other postsecondary education insti-
tutions, in the same or other public systems or
independent institutions, (5) the use of nontradi-
tional modes of instructional delivery, such as
"colleges without walls” and distance learning
through interactive television and computerized
ingtruction; and (6) private fund raising or do-
naticns of land or facilities for the proposed new
institution.

3 Serving the disadvantaged

3 1 The new mstitution muslt tlitate access for
disadvantaged and historicall underrepresented

groups
4 Academic planning and program justification

4 1 The programs projected for the new institu-
tion must be described and justified An aca-
demic master plan, including a general sequence
of program and degree level plans, and an insti-
tutional plan to implement such State goals as
access, quality; intersegmental cooperation, and
diversification of students, fa*:ulty, admunistra-
tion, and staff for the new inFtitution, must be
provided

3 Consideration of needed funding

51 A cost analysis of both capital outlay esti-
mates and projected support costs for the new
istitution, and possible options for alternative
funding sources, must be provided

Critenia related 1o location
6 Consideration of alternative sites

61 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, in-

cluding a consideration of alternative sites for

the new institution, must be articulated and doc-

umented This critenon may be satisfied by the

Environmental Impact Report, ‘provided it con-
|
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tains a comprehensive analysis of the advantages
and disadvantages of alternative sites

7 Geographic and physical accessibility

7 1 The physical, social, and demographic char-
actenistics of the location and surrounding serv-
ice areas for the mew institution must be in-
cluded

72 There must be a plan for student, faculty,
and staff transportation to the proposed loca-
tion Plans for student and faculty housing, in-
cluding projections of needed on-campus resi-
dential facilities, should be included If appropri-
ate For locations that do not plan to mamtamn
student on-campus residences, reasonable com-
muting time for students defined generally as not
exceeding a 30-45 munute automobile dnve
(including time to locate parking) for a majonty
of the resdents of the service area must be
demonstrated

8 Environmental and social impact

8 1 The proposal must include a copy of the fi-
nal environmental impact report To expedite
the review process, the Commission should be
provided all information related to the environ-
mental impact report process as it becomss
available to responsible agencies and the public

9 Effects on other insututions

91 Other systems, institutions, and the com-
munity in which the new institution 1s to be lo-
cated should be consulted dunng the planning
process, especially at the ume that altematives
to expansion are explored Strong local, re-
gional, and/or statewide interest in the proposed
facility must be demonstrated by letters of sup-
port from responsible agencies, groups, and in-
dividuals.

92 The establishment of a new Umiversity of
California or California State Unmiversity campus

or educational center must take into considerg.
tion the impact of a new facility on existing and
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projected enrollments in the nelgh'nboring institu-
tions of its own and of other systéms

93 The establishment of a new community
college must not reduce existing and projected
enroliments in adjacent community colleges
either within the distnct proposing the new col-
lege or in adjacent districts to a level that will
damage their economy of operation, or create
excess enrollment capacity at these institutions,
or lead to an unnecessary duplication of pro-
grams

Other considerations !

10 Economuc efficiency ‘

10 1 Since it i3 in the best interests of the State

12

(to encourzge maxamum gconomy of operation,
‘ priority shall be given to proposals for new insti-
tutions where the State of Califorma is relieved
of all or part of the financial burden When such
proposals include gifts of land, construction
costs, or equipment, a higher priority shall be
granted to such projects than to projects where
all costs are born by the State, assuming all
other criteria listed above are satisfied

10.2 A higher prionty shall be given to projects
involving intersegmental cooperation, provided
the systems or institutions involved can demon-

| strate a financial savings or programmatic ad-

vantage to the State as a result of the coopera-
tive effort



Chronology of Events Related to the Development of California
'State University, Monterey Bay

Chronology of Events Related to the Development of
California State University, Monterey Bay

January 29

February 3

November 5

Mid-April

July 1

July 3

September 19

September 30

October 25

November 18

December 5

| 1990

Secretary of Defense Cheney officially announces is proposals for defense in-
stallation realignment and closures

Congressman Leon Panetta (D, Carmel Valley) assembles local leaders who
produce a 60-page report opposing the closure

Congress passes, and the President signs, the “Defense Base Closure and Rea-
lignment Act of 1990” (P L. 101-510, Title XXIX), which creates the Base
Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) The Commission is ordered
to makes its recommendations to President Bush by July 1, 1991

1991

Secretary of Defense Cheney announces the official list of base closures The
list includes over 100 bases, including Fort Ord.

The BRAC Comnussion announces its recommendations, which must be ac-
cepted by Congress and the President on an “all or nothing” basis Fort Ord is
scheduled for closure, with the 7th Infantry Division to be moved to Fort
Lewis in Washington State.

San Jose State University President Gail Fullerton, and Vice Presidents A. Ok-

erlund and Handel Evans, meet with Congressman Leon Panetta to discuss the
California State Umiversity’s (CSU) possibilities at Fort Ord

Congressman Panetta, Chancellor Barry Munitz, and representatives from the
Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion (CPEC) wvisit Fort Ord at the
invitation of State Senator Henry Mello (D, Gilroy)

Letter from David Leveille to Warren H Fox, CPEC Executive Director, noti-
fied CPEC of CSU discussions about the use of a portion of Fort Ord

CSU Board of Trustees (BOT) resolution endorses exploring the possibilities
at Fort Ord

David I.leveﬂle writes to Warren Fox notifying CPEC of the Board of Trustees
action *fo endorse the pursuit of a portion of the Fort Ord property as a site
for potential expansion ™

GO‘VE."I'D r Wilson 1ssues Executive Order W-21-91, which directs the Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to serve as the State’s central contact with local
reuse planners, and directs the California Environmental Protection Agency
(CALl— A) to create the California Base Closure Environmental Comnuttea,
conmstixrg of representatives from CAL-EPA, OPR, the United States Envi-

ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of Defense, and the De-_

partments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force e
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Janyary 2

January 28

January 29
February 14

March 25

April 9

April 14
April 19

June 18
June 19

July 15

July 16

August 20

September 2

1992

First draft of concept paper for developing & new CSU campus at Fort Ord
completed

Letter from Senator Rebecca Morgan (R, Menlo Park) to OPR, expressing in-
terest in the use of Fort Ord

OPR notified of CSU plans for Fort Ord

Govemor’s Office responds to Senator Morgan, expressing interest in Fort
Ord

Chancellor Munitz writes to U.S Department of Education (DOE) expressing
interest 1n Fort Ord and transmitting October 25, 1991 BOT resolution, with
copies to Governor Wilson, Congressman Panetta, Senators Alquist (D, San
Jose) and Morgan, and Assembly Members Anas (D, Salinas), Farr (D, Mon-
terey), Mello, Vasconcellos (D, San Jose), and Seastrand (D, San Lus
Obispo)

Governor Wilson writes to Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander adding his
“conceptual support for CSUs proposal” to acquire part of Fort Ord for a new

campus
DOE officially notifies the Army of CSU interest in Fort Ord.

Secretary Lamar Alexander of DOE formally notifies Governor Wilson of CSU
interest in Fort Ord

CSuU oompletés proposal for Planning and Development Office in the Fort Ord |
area.

Formal process begins to obtain federal funding ($136 million) for conversion
and renovation of Fort Ord facilities to academic uses

BOT resolution supports acquisition of the Fort Ord site for a “full-service
residential camlpus” if sufficient land and residential units are available to serve
State needs

David Leveille writes to Warren Fox notifying CPEC of CSU activities 10 ac-
quire property at Fort Ord

San Jose State Untveruty Interim President Handel Evans and CSU Special
Consultant Haxlzk Hendrickson meet with CPEC staff in Sacramento

The 1952-93 Budget Act is approved wath an rtem appropnating $1 mullion for
“Monterey County Campus -- master planmng feasibility studies, cost-benefit
analyses ” Funds are appropriated from the 1983 Higher Education Capital
Outlay Bond Fund to be expended dunng 1992-93 and 1993-94 (Chapter 587,
p. 375). |









































































































